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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION
THE EFFECT OF RAPPORT BUILDING IN POLICE INTERROGATIONS:
CAN RAPPORT IMPROVE THE DIAGNOSTICITY OF CONFESSIONS?
by
Daniella K. Villalba
Florida International University, 2014
Miami, Florida
Professor Lindsay C. Malloy, Major Professor
Police investigators rely heavily on eliciting confessions from suspects to solve
crimes and prosecute offenders. Therefore, it is essential to develop evidence-based
interrogation techniques that will motivate guilty suspects to confess but minimize false
confessions from the innocent. Currently, there is little scientific support for specific
interrogation techniques that may increase true confessions and decrease false
confessions. Rapport building is a promising possibility. Despite its recommendation in
police interrogation guidelines, there is no scientific evidence showing the effect of
rapport building in police interrogations. The current study examined, experimentally,
whether using rapport as an interrogation technique would influence participants’
decisions to confess to a wrongdoing. It was hypothesized that building rapport with
participants would lead to more true confessions and fewer false confessions than not
building rapport. One hundred and sixty nine undergraduates participated in the study.
Participants worked on logic problems together and individually, with a study
confederate. The confederate asked half of the participants for help in one of the
individual problems – effectively breaking the rules of the study. After working on these
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problems, a research assistant playing the role of interviewer came into the room, built
rapport or not with participants, accused all participants of cheating by sharing answers
on the individual problems, and asked them to sign a statement admitting their guilt.
Results indicated that guilty participants were more likely to sign the confession
statement than innocent participants. However, there were no significant differences on
participants’ confession decisions based on the level of rapport they experienced. Results
do not provide support for the hypothesis that building rapport increases the likelihood of
obtaining true confessions and decreases the likelihood of obtaining false confessions.
These findings suggest that, despite the overwhelming recommendation for the use of
rapport with suspects, its actual implementation may not have a direct impact on the
outcome of interrogations.
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I. INTRODUCTION
When investigating and prosecuting crimes, law enforcement and legal
professionals rely heavily on eliciting confessions from suspects (Moston, Stephenson, &
Williamson, 1992; Softley, 1980). Obtaining confessions is imperative to the timely and
effective functioning of the criminal justice system. Confessions are often regarded as the
strongest and most incriminating form of evidence (Kassin & Neumann, 1997). In fact,
confessions have the power to corrupt investigators’ perceptions of other crime-related
evidence (e.g., DNA and eyewitness identifications; Hasel & Kassin, 2009; Kassin,
Bogart, & Kerner, 2011) and make other aspects of the case seem “superfluous”
(McCormick, 1972, p. 316). Once a confession is obtained a case is more likely to be
solved and a defendant is more likely to be convicted (Kassin, 1997). Furthermore,
beyond the basic “I did it” admission, crime-related details obtained during interrogations
may be critical to investigators, potentially leading to inculpatory evidence (e.g., finding
physical evidence such as weapons, locating accomplices, establishing motive, etc.).
Therefore, it is imperative for police investigators to employ interrogation methods that
increase the reliability of confession evidence.
The present research examined, experimentally, whether building rapport (i.e.,
developing a harmonious, sympathetic connection to another; Newberry & Stubbs, 1990)
with suspects affects their decision to confess during an interrogation. Specifically, the
primary goal of the study was to examine whether rapport increases the diagnosticity of
confessions by increasing the likelihood of obtaining true confessions and decreasing the
likelihood of obtaining false confessions. First, I will review the significance of
confession evidence and the importance of obtaining true confessions in criminal
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investigations. Second, I will describe the process of a typical American interrogation.
Third, I will discuss the prevalence of false confessions and the need for research to
examine interrogation techniques that increase true confessions and safeguard against
false confessions. Fourth, I will argue that rapport building may improve the diagnosticity
of confession evidence and review empirical evidence showing the effect of rapport
building in other investigative contexts.
Background and Significance
Confessions are such a powerful form of evidence partly because most people
believe that innocent individuals would never confess to a crime they did not commit.
The belief that “only the guilty confess” makes confessions extremely convincing and
damning evidence (Leo & Liu, 2009). For instance, if a confession is obtained, police
may ignore or overlook potential exculpating evidence and may terminate investigations
prematurely under the belief that, with the confession, the case is as good as solved
(Kassin, 2012).
Research has shown that confessions impact verdicts more than any other type of
evidence and that suspects are more likely to be convicted when a confession is present
than when other types of evidence are present (e.g., eyewitness identification; Kassin &
Neumann, 1997). In addition, research shows that knowing a suspect confessed has the
power to corrupt the evaluation of evidence that is gathered after the confession is
obtained (Kassin, 2012). For instance, polygraph results that were initially deemed
inconclusive were later determined to indicate deception when the polygraph analyst was
told the person confessed to the crime (Elaad, Ginton & Ben-Shakhar, 1994). Similar
damaging results have been found for other forms of forensic evidence (e.g., fingerprints,
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bite marks, and ballistic analysis) where initially inconclusive results were determined to
indicate guilt once the analyst was made aware of the confession (Dror & Charlton, 2006;
Dror & Cole, 2010). By conducting archival research on wrongful conviction cases,
researchers determined that when confessions were obtained early in the investigation,
cases were more likely to include multiple types of errors (e.g., forensic evidence
evaluation errors; mistaken eyewitness identifications, etc.) than in cases where
confessions were obtained later in the investigation (Kassin, 2012). These studies shed
light on the impact of confession evidence on law enforcement’s ability to evaluate
information that follows the confession. Once a confession is obtained, it is difficult to
ignore such evidence.
Obtaining confessions from suspects has always been a key goal of police
investigations (Thomas & Leo, 2012). However, the way interrogations are conducted
has changed throughout history. During the 19th and 20th centuries, police investigators
commonly employed interrogation techniques that inflicted physical or extreme
psychological pain on suspects. These “third degree” techniques ranged from isolating
suspects for extended periods of time, depriving them of basic needs (e.g., food, water,
sleep), to beating and kicking them until they confessed (Leo, 2004). Modern police
interrogations have shifted away from physical and psychological abuse to more humane
interrogation methods. Nevertheless, these modern interrogation techniques are designed
to psychologically manipulate or pressure suspects into confessing by making them
believe that it is in their best interest to confess (Kassin et al., 2010; Ofshe & Leo, 1997).
According to the Reid Technique, the most widely used interrogation method in
the U.S., interrogations generally proceed in two stages (Inbau, Reid, Buckley, & Jayne,
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2013). First, police investigators conduct a non-accusatory interview referred as the
Behavior Analysis Interview (BAI). During this interview, police investigators attempt to
(1) build rapport, and (2) determine, by observing nonverbal and verbal behavior,
whether the interviewee is being deceptive (Inbau et al., 2013). If the interviewee is
classified as an innocent truth teller, police investigators will not move on to the
interrogation phase. In contrast, if the interviewee is classified as deceptive, police
investigators will likely assume guilt and proceed with the interrogation. The BAI
presumes that police investigators can accurately distinguish between liars and truth
tellers. However, research shows that lay people and trained investigators are poor at
detecting deception – performing only slightly above chance when asked to discriminate
between liars and truth tellers (Bond & DePaulo, 2006; Vrij, 2008). In fact, research
indicates that training individuals to detect deception using the cues suggested by the
Reid manual (e.g., gaze aversion, grooming behaviors, frozen posture, etc.) decreases
their ability to discriminate accurately between liars and truth tellers and instead leads to
overconfidence in their abilities to detect deception (Kassin & Fong, 1999; Kassin,
Meissner, & Norwick, 2005). Other research shows that police investigators are unable to
distinguish between true and false confessions. For example, one study showed that
police investigators accurately classified confessions as true or false about 48% of the
time (i.e., at chance) while college students accurately classified confessions as true or
false about 59% of the time (Kassin et al., 2005).
Once police investigators classify a suspect as deceptive, they will proceed with
the actual interrogation. This shift between the BAI and the actual interrogation can be
very subtle; some people may not even realize that they have become suspects (Leo,
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2008). Reid interrogations can be separated into three components: custody and isolation,
confrontation or maximization, and minimization (Kassin & Gudjonsson, 2004). These
components are designed to work together to create an environment that the suspect
wishes to escape. For instance, during custody and isolation, the suspect is left alone in a
small room. This is supposed to create anxiety, uncertainty, and increase the suspect’s
desire to flee the situation. Once the interrogation begins, the police investigator directly
accuses the suspect of committing the crime and rejects any pleas of innocence. The
police investigator may present real (or fabricated) incriminating evidence, or may
exaggerate the gravity of the offense and the likelihood of receiving a harsh sentence if
found guilty (e.g., the death penalty). These types of tactics fall under the broad umbrella
of maximization (Kassin & McNall, 1991). In contrast, when employing minimization,
the police investigator acts in a more sympathetic and understanding way toward the
suspect. The investigator minimizes the crime by offering face saving excuses and moral
justifications (e.g., I’m sure you did not mean to do it; I may have acted in a similar way
had I been in your situation, etc.), and downplays the consequences of confessing. At the
end of the interrogation, the police investigator asks the suspect for a confession, and a
detailed account of what happened (Kassin & Gudjonsson, 2004; Meissner, Russano, &
Narchet, 2010). Research demonstrates that this confrontational and accusatorial
approach to interrogations may successfully elicit confessions from the guilty but also
puts innocent suspects at risk of confessing to a crime they did not commit (see Kassin et
al., 2010; Meissner, Redlich, Bhatt, & Brandon, 2012).
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False Confessions
Data on the prevalence of confessions shows that confessions are a fundamental
part of the criminal justice system. A study examined a random sample of over 1,000
criminal cases in nine police departments in the U.K. and found that police investigators
obtained confessions from suspects approximately 42% of the time (Moston et al., 1992).
Similarly, Kassin and colleagues (2007) found that police investigators estimate that
approximately 68% of suspects either confess or make incriminating statements during
interrogations. Critically, these estimates fail to consider the veracity of confessions in
criminal investigations: It remains unknown what percentage of confessions are true and
false.
Over the past 30 years, a number of high profile cases and psycho-legal studies
have brought attention to the issue of false confessions (Kassin & Gudjonsson, 2004).
Cases involving post-conviction DNA evidence provide irrefutable proof that innocent
people have been wrongfully convicted of crimes and that a substantial proportion of
these wrongful convictions involved false confessions. The U.S. Innocence Project (n.d.)
cites false confessions as one of the leading causes of the over 300 wrongful convictions
to date and estimates that approximately 25% of these DNA exonerees falsely admitted
guilt. The data gathered by the Innocence Project is specific to cases involving DNA
evidence, and this type of evidence is typically present in certain types of cases only (e.g.,
rape, murder). In addition, a study examined 125 cases false confessions and found that
in 65% of these false confessions, the suspect was exonerated before the case made it to
trial (Drizin & Leo, 2004). Thus, the actual prevalence of false confessions is impossible
to determine because, unless DNA evidence is present, appropriately tested, or
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exculpating evidence is found prior to the trial (e.g., no crime was committed, the actual
perpetrator confessed to the crime, etc.), ground truth cannot be established. Therefore,
researchers have claimed that the current data represent the tip of the iceberg in terms of
the prevalence of false confessions in the criminal justice system (Kassin et al., 2010;
Russano, Meissner, Narchet, & Kassin, 2005).
Self-report studies have also shed light on the prevalence of false confessions.
Survey studies with a combined sample size of over 55,000 continuing education young
adults (15 to 24 years old) from Iceland and other European countries found that claims
of false confessions ranged between 1.2% to 13.5% (Gudjonsson, 2010). Overall, these
studies show that (1) younger students are more likely to report having falsely confessed
than their older, more educated counterparts (Gudjonsson, Sigurdsson, Sigfusdottir, 2009;
Steingrimsdottir, Hreinsdottir, Gudjonsson, Sigurdsson, Nielsen, 2007), (2) multiple
interrogations are associated with an increase in false confessions (Gudjonsson,
Sigurdsson, Asgeirdottir, &, Sigfusdottir, 2006; Steingrimsdottir et al., 2007), and (3)
false confession rates ranged from 12% to 24% for Icelandic prisoners and incarcerated
adults with mental illness (Gudjonsson & Sigurdsson, 1994; Redlich, 2007; Sigurdsson &
Gudjonsson, 1996; Sigurdsson, Gudjonsson, Einarsson, & Gudjonsson,, 2006). Similarly,
recent research found that 17% of incarcerated youth (14 to 17 year olds) in the U.S.
claimed to have falsely confessed to police (Malloy, Shulman, & Cauffman, 2013).
Lastly, based on their experience, American police investigators estimated that
approximately 4.8% of interrogations resulted in false confessions (Kassin et al., 2007).
While these studies are limited by various biases, they are important in providing us with
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data concerning the estimated prevalence of false confessions in cases where exculpatory
evidence may not be available.
Situational Factors Associated with False Confessions
Since evidence confirmed the existence of false confessions, researchers have
examined the factors that increase the likelihood of false confessions from innocent
suspects. Empirical evidence shows that false confessions occur due to two major risk
factors: the personal dispositions of suspects (e.g., age, intelligence; Clare & Gudjonsson,
1995; Everington & Fulero, 1999; Goldstein et al., 2003; Grisso et al., 2003; Redlich &
Goodman, 2003) and the situational factors at work inside the interrogation room (i.e.,
the techniques investigators employ during interrogations; Horgan, Russano, Meissner,
Evans, 2011; Kassin et al., 2010; Russano et al., 2005). The current research focuses on
situational factors. While it is not permissible for police to use overtly coercive methods
(e.g., make explicit deal offers, use physical force) to obtain confessions (White, 2003),
modern interrogations include high-pressure techniques that are deceptive and
psychologically manipulative (e.g., minimization). The goal of these techniques is to
break suspects’ mental strength in order to extract a confession (Kassin et al., 2010;
Ofshe & Leo, 1997).
Several situational risk factors have received empirical attention. For example, false
confessions are associated with lengthy interrogations. An archival study on proven false
confession cases showed that these interrogations lasted an average of 16 hours with
about 50% of the innocent suspects being interrogated for over 12 hours. In striking
contrast, over 90% of routine American interrogations last less than 2 hours (Drizin &
Leo, 2004). Research also shows that presenting innocent suspects with incriminating
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false evidence (e.g., failed polygraph test, DNA found under the victim’s fingernails)
increases false confessions. In one laboratory study, Kassin and Kiechel (1996) accused
participants of making a computer crash by hitting a forbidden key. Participants who
were presented with false evidence (i.e., a witness who saw them hit the forbidden key)
were more likely to confess than participants who were not presented with false evidence.
Recent research shows that false incriminating evidence need not actually be presented to
influence confessions: Presenting participants with a bluff that evidence exists and may
prove to be incriminating (e.g., DNA found at the crime scene is currently being tested)
increases false confessions (Perillo & Kassin, 2011).
Both minimization and maximization have been linked to false confessions (see
Horgan et al., 2012). Kassin and McNall (1991) showed that the use of maximization and
minimization changes participants’ perceptions of the consequences of a suspect
confessing. Specifically, minimization makes participants assume that if the suspect
confesses s/he will receive lenient treatment while maximization makes participants
assume that a harsh sentence will follow if the suspect chooses not to confess.
Interestingly, this assumption occurs even though police investigators do not make
explicit promises of leniency when using minimization. Instead, they offer suspects face
saving excuses, minimize the gravity of the offense, and provide sympathy and
understanding. However, these minimization strategies may be interpreted as signs of
lenient treatment following a confession. Explicit offers of leniency in exchange for a
confession are illegal and would likely result in a confession being inadmissible in court
(White, 2003).
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Russano and colleagues (2005) examined both minimization and explicit promises
of leniency (i.e., deal offers) on confession rates using a paradigm that was adopted for
the current research. Participants worked on individual problems and group problems
with a research confederate. The pair was told to work together on the group problems
but to work independently on the individual ones. At one point during the activity, the
confederate asked half of the participants (i.e., those assigned to the “guilty” condition)
for help with one of the individual problems. All participants, guilty and innocent, were
later accused of cheating based on the similarity of their answers to the confederates’
answers. The interrogators used either the legal interrogation technique of minimization,
the illegal technique of making explicit promises of leniency, or both techniques in
combination. Results showed that both minimization and the deal technique decreased the
diagnosticity of confession evidence by increasing both true and false confessions.
Interestingly, when minimization and the explicit deal techniques were used in
combination, the diagnosticity of confession evidence was lower than when the
techniques were used in isolation. The results of the study demonstrate that even
seemingly innocuous and non-confrontational techniques like minimization can have
detrimental effects on the diagnosticity of confession evidence. That is, using these
techniques increased the number of innocent people who confessed to cheating on the
individual problems.
Awareness of false confessions and the techniques associated with them has drawn
considerable research and public policy attention to police interrogations. However, much
of the attention has been focused on identifying specific interrogation techniques that
increase the likelihood of obtaining false confessions from innocent suspects. While it is

10

important to examine which interrogation techniques pose risk for false confessions, and
thus which techniques should be avoided, it is crucial for police investigators to be
provided with alternative, empirically-based techniques that they can substitute for the
more risky techniques. That is, it is important for researchers to examine interrogation
techniques that improve the ability to glean true confessions and accurate and complete
details from suspects. Therefore, the purpose of the present study was to examine a
promising interrogation technique - rapport building - and whether it can improve the
diagnosticity of confession evidence.
Rapport Building
Rapport building is a technique that is endorsed by different interrogation styles
(Inbau et al., 2013; Walsh & Milne, 2008) and it has been widely recommended by
investigative interviewing guidelines as well. For example, the National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development (NICHD) Investigative Protocol recommends that
rapport be established with potential child victims (Lamb, Orbach, Warren, Esplin, &
Hershkowitz, 2007) and the Cognitive Interview recommends establishing rapport with
adult witnesses before asking them to recall the event (Fisher & Geiselman, 1992).
Additionally, the PEACE (Planning and Preparation, Engage and Explain, Account,
Closure and Evaluate) model in the U.K. has incorporated rapport building as part of their
standard protocol for interviewing suspects and witnesses (Walsh & Milne, 2008). All of
these guidelines recommend that rapport be established prior to discussing the target
event(s).
Not only is rapport building widely recommended by both investigative
interviewing and interrogation guidelines, but a survey of 631 police investigators reveals

11

that police often build rapport when questioning suspects (Kassin et al., 2007).
Specifically, researchers found that 30% of investigators reported “always” building
rapport with suspects while a very small minority (about 1%) reported “never” building
rapport. Rapport building was the fourth most common interrogation technique
reportedly used by police investigators. The survey also revealed that rapport building is
often used in combination with other interrogation techniques such as offering suspects
moral justifications and minimizing the moral seriousness of the offense (Kassin et al.,
2007). A more recent survey of police investigators found that 81% of police
investigators think that it is important to build rapport with witnesses and suspects, and
about 70% claimed to make attempts to establish rapport with both groups. The survey
also showed that police use rapport building to gain the person’s trust and thus increase
the accuracy and completeness of information obtained (Vallano, Evans, Schreiber
Compo, & Kieckhaefer, 2014).
Despite rapport building being widely recommended and used by law enforcement,
there is little consensus regarding how to best operationally and conceptually define this
construct. As a result, there is little agreement in the literature regarding how rapport
should be built. The clinical literature generally defines rapport as a “harmonious,
sympathetic connection to another” (Newberry & Stubbs, 1990, p.14). This definition has
been used in studies focused on rapport building in investigative interviews (e.g., Vallano
& Schreiber Compo, 2011; Kieckhaefer, Vallano, & Schreiber Compo, 2013). However,
researchers studying uncooperative witnesses (i.e., people who are unwilling or hesitant
to speak to police) define rapport as a goal oriented, working relationship (Kelly Miller,
Redlich, & Kleinman, 2013; Walsh & Bull, 2012). This “working relationship” definition
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appears to be more in line with how police investigators think of rapport building than the
typical clinical definition. For example, in one police survey (Vallano et al., 2014), police
investigators were asked to define rapport. They generally defined rapport as a trusting
relationship that is established with the goal of obtaining more information and more
accurate information about a crime.
Survey research has provided insight into the strategies police investigators report
using to build rapport with both witnesses and suspects. Police investigators report that
they attempt to build rapport by using both nonverbal and verbal strategies (Vallano et al.,
2014). In terms of nonverbal strategies, police list smiling, making eye contact, meeting
the person’s basic needs (e.g., providing water, coffee), and conducting the
interview/interrogation in a quiet room. Some of the verbal rapport building strategies
include making small talk, asking about the person’s background, asking about family
and hobbies, talking about things they have in common, and being honest about the case
and the situation (Vallano et al., 2014).
Kelly and colleagues (2013) developed a taxonomy of interrogation methods. The
authors conducted a thorough search of the relevant literature on military and criminal
interrogations and developed six broad interrogation techniques. Of particular relevance
to the present study, the taxonomy provided a list of strategies for establishing rapport
with suspects. For instance, the taxonomy suggests that rapport can be established by
finding common ground with the suspect, meeting the suspect’s basic needs (e.g.,
providing water, coffee), appearing similar to the suspect, using active listening, etc.
Even though rapport building is recommended by major interrogation and
interviewing guidelines and is commonly used in police investigations when dealing with
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both suspects and witnesses, there is little empirical evidence that speaks to the effects of
rapport building in interrogations. Specifically, there is little scientific knowledge about
whether rapport building is a useful interrogation technique that can lead to the
acquisition of reliable information, including confessions.
In various non-interrogation settings numerous studies have demonstrated the
beneficial effects of rapport building with both children and adults. For example, rapport
building helps improve the therapist-client relationship in clinical settings by allowing
people to talk more openly about their experiences (see Bedi, Davis, & Williams, 2005).
Additionally, research confirms the benefits of interviewers building rapport with
children in forensic interviews. Specifically, children provide more details about their
experiences after rapport has been established (Goodman & Bottoms, 1993; Powell &
Lancaster, 2005; Wood, McClure, & Birch, 1996). Also, children who are initially
reluctant to disclose their experiences are more likely to do so if rapport is established
than children who are asked to disclose their experiences without first establishing
rapport (Orbach, Shiloach, & Lamb, 2007). Furthermore, rapport building increases the
amount of accurate information children report and decreases their susceptibility to
suggestive information (Cornah & Memon, 1996). Rapport building has also been shown
to decrease anxiety in both children and adults (Quas & Lench, 2007; Villalba, Vallano,
Schreiber Compo, & Kieckhaefer, 2013).
In contrast to the myriad of findings regarding the beneficial effects of rapport
building with children in eyewitness contexts, there is considerably less experimental
research examining the beneficial effects of rapport building with adult witnesses. One of
the early studies that manipulated rapport experimentally found that participants who
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were randomly assigned to experience rapport with their interviewer provided more
accurate, and fewer inaccurate, details about a short video than participants who were
assigned to experience no rapport or abrupt rapport with their interviewer (Collins,
Lincoln, & Frank, 2002). Similarly, Vallano and Schreiber Compo (2011) found that
participants who were randomly assigned to experience rapport after viewing a mockcrime video reported more accurate information and fewer misinformation details than
participants who did not experience rapport. However, it is important to note that recent
research has failed to find a beneficial effect of rapport on eyewitness accuracy
(Kieckhaefer, 2014; Kieckhaefer, et al., 2013; Villalba et al., 2013).
One of the main goals of rapport building is to help people (e.g., therapists and
clients, police investigators and witnesses) overcome barriers that may hinder
communication. For example, rapport building is important in clinical settings because
patients may be unwilling to share their thoughts and emotions with the therapist. The
therapist must then spend some time building rapport in order to ensure that the client
feels comfortable talking about private matters (Morgan & Friedemann, 1988; Wood et
al., 1996). Similarly, when dealing with sensitive issues such as sexual abuse,
investigators must develop a comfortable relationship with suspected victims so that they
feel at ease talking about potentially embarrassing or traumatic experiences with a
stranger (Aldridge & Wood, 1998; Goodman & Bottoms, 1993; Hynan, 1999; McBride,
1996; Powell & Thomson, 1994; Ruddock, 2006). Building rapport may increase the
chances that children will disclose abuse to interviewers (Hershkowitz, 2011). These
scenarios illustrate the importance of creating an environment that fosters communication.
Therapists and interviewers cannot be successful at their jobs if people are unwilling to
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talk to them, especially in an honest manner. Similarly, an interrogation cannot be
successful if the suspect refuses to talk to the investigator. Suspects who are guilty may
have information that they wish to conceal and thus may be unwilling to talk to
investigators. Therefore, it is crucial for law enforcement to spend some time establishing
a relationship with the suspect in order to overcome communication barriers that may
hinder their ability to gather crime-related information and obtain a confession (Kelly et
al., 2013).
A recent taxonomy of interrogations has suggested that interrogations are more
likely to be successful when rapport is established than interrogations where rapport is
not established (Kelly et al., 2013). The authors of this taxonomy of interrogations argue
that rapport building allows police investigators to move smoothly between other
interrogation techniques (e.g., minimization, maximization) and without rapport building,
police investigators would have difficulty transitioning to other interrogation techniques
and thus would be less likely to have a successful interrogation (Kelly et al., 2013). The
taxonomy also argues that relying solely on rapport to interrogate suspects may not yield
successful interrogations. However, this taxonomy does not specify whether rapport
building would lead to more confessions being elicited (true or false) or whether rapport
building would have differential effects on true and false confessions. The main goal of
the present study was to examine how rapport building affects guilty and innocent
people’s decisions to confess in an interrogation.
Although there is some scientific evidence that building rapport increases
recall output and recall accuracy for witnesses and victims, little research has
focused on examining, experimentally, the effects of rapport building in
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interrogations. The proposed study will investigate whether rapport building can
improve confession rates by increasing true confessions without increasing false
confessions.
The Current Study
The primary goal of the current study was to examine, experimentally,
guilty and innocent participants’ decision-making processes in an interrogation
setting. Specifically, the current study investigated whether building rapport
influences participants’ decisions to confess to a wrongdoing. The effect of
rapport building on confession decisions merits empirical attention because (a)
researchers and practitioners have long advocated its use during police interviews
and interrogations (e.g., Fisher & Geiselman, 1992; Inbau et al., 2013; Kelly et al.,
2013; National Institute of Justice Guidelines, 1999) and (b) to date, no research
has examined whether using rapport as a sole interrogation technique has the
power to influence the outcome of police investigations (Vallano & Schreiber
Compo, in press). Results of the present study will shed light on the role rapport
plays in police interrogations and whether building rapport with suspects is a
technique that can be used to improve the diagnostic value of confessions.
Using a procedure based on the Russano et al. (2005) cheating paradigm,
each participant worked on team and individual problems with a study
confederate. The confederate coaxed half of the participants to break one of the
rules of the study – not to share answers on the individual problems. After
working on the team and individual problems, a research assistant playing the role
of interviewer built rapport or did not build rapport with participants. After the
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rapport manipulation, the interviewer accused participants of breaking the rules of
the study and asked them to sign a statement admitting to having shared answers
on the individual problems. The present study measured whether the rapport
manipulation influenced participants’ decisions to confess, participants’
suggestibility, and participants’ self-reported anxiety before and after the
interrogation.
Hypotheses
I predicted that building rapport will influence participants’ (a)
perceptions of the interviewer, (b) decisions to confess, (c) the diagnosticity of
confession evidence, and (d) perceived pressure to confess. Specifically, I
predicted that:
Hypothesis 1. Participants whose interviewers build rapport will perceive
interviewers more positively than participants whose interviewers do not build
rapport.
Hypothesis 2. Establishing rapport will produce more true confessions
and fewer false confessions than not establishing rapport. Therefore, diagnosticity
of confessions will be higher for confessions elicited with the use of rapport than
for confessions elicited without the use of rapport.
Hypothesis 3. Perceived pressure to confess will be lower for participants
who experience rapport than for participants who do not experience rapport.
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II. METHOD
Design
The current study conformed to a 2 (rapport building v. no rapport
building) by 2 (guilt v. innocence) between subjects factorial design.
Undergraduate participants were randomly assigned to one of four experimental
conditions. Primary dependent measures included participants’ perceptions of the
interviewer, decisions to sign the confession statement, diagnosticity of
confession evidence, and perceived pressure to confess. Secondary dependent
measures included participants’ self-reported anxiety and suggestibility scores.
Participants
Two hundred and thirty three college students participated in the study.
Of these participants, 64 were excluded from the final sample: 12 because the
video camera did not record the session, 19 because they expressed strong
suspicion about the true purpose of the study, 2 because they became upset and
the study had to be terminated prematurely, and 16 because they did not conform
to their randomly assigned condition (i.e., 3 participants in the innocent condition
cheated and 13 participants in the guilty condition refused to cheat). Lastly, an
additional 14 participants were excluded for other reasons (e.g., experimenter
error, the participant knew the interviewer, etc.).
The final sample for the present study included 169 participants. Based on
previous research on interrogations (Perillo & Kassin, 2011; Russano et al., 2005)
and on rapport (Collins et al., 2002; Vallano & Schreiber Compo, 2011), this final
sample allows sufficient power to determine group differences in participants’ (1)
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decisions to sign the confession statement, (2) perceived pressure to confess, (3)
perceptions of the interviewer, (4) self-reported anxiety, etc. The sample was
primarily Hispanic (n = 104, 62%), followed by African American (n = 31, 18%),
and Caucasian (n = 16, 10%) participants. Most participants were females (n =
112, 66%). The mean age was 21.91 years old (SD = 5.2). Approximately half of
the participants were psychology majors (55%). Fortunately, most participants
(83%) had not taken the legal psychology course offered at the university. It was
important to know whether participants had taken legal psychology because the
course covers topics that are relevant to the study. For example, students who
took this course should have learned about how police interrogations are
conducted, the types of techniques police use to elicit confessions, how these
techniques may increase the likelihood of obtaining confessions from innocent
suspects. Students may have also learned about the Russano et al. (2005) cheating
paradigm. Therefore, participants who had taken the course may have become
more suspicious about the true purpose of the study than participants who had not
taken the course.
Materials and Measures
Team and individual problems. The team and individual problems used
for the cheating episode were the same problems used by Russano et al. (2005).
These consist of difficult logic problems that most people cannot solve accurately.
Each pair of participants received three individual problems (Appendix A) and
three team problems (Appendix B). When solving the problems, participants were
instructed to alternate between the team and individual problems until they
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completed all six problems. The last individual problem was the ‘target
problem’— the problem in which confederates asked for help (guilty condition)
or did not ask for help (innocent condition).
Anxiety questionnaire. Participants recorded their anxiety at three
different intervals during the study: (1) at the beginning of the study, (2) after the
team and individual problems, (3) and after the interrogation. Past research has
shown that rapport reduces witnesses’ anxiety during investigative interviews
(Kieckhaefer, et al., 2013; Villalba et al., 2013). Thus, the present study measured
participants’ anxiety in order to determine whether experiencing rapport in the
context of an interrogation buffers participants against experiencing high levels of
anxiety.
Anxiety was measured using the State-Trait Anxiety Scale form Y (STAI;
Spielberg, Gorsuch, Lushene, Vagg, & Jacobs, 1983; Appendix C). The STAI
consists of 20 items that ask participants to rate their current feelings (e.g., I feel
calm; I feel upset; I am worried) on a 4-point Likert-type scale (0 = not at all; 3 =
very much so). The STAI has been used in previous rapport studies to measure the
effects of rapport on witness anxiety (Kieckhaefer, et al., 2013; Villalba et al.,
2013). The STAI contains 10 anxiety-present questions and 10 anxiety-absent
questions. To calculate a total STAI score, all 10 anxiety-absent questions (e.g., I
feel calm; I am at ease) were reverse scored. Then, anxiety-absent and anxietypresent items were combined to create an overall anxiety score for each of the
three STAIs completed. High STAI scores indicate higher levels of state anxiety
(Spielberg et al., 1983).
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Social anxiety questionnaire. At the beginning of the study, participants
completed the Social Interaction Anxiety Scale (SIAS; Mattick & Clarke, 1998).
The SIAS is a valid and reliable scale that assesses social anxiety. The SIAS was
included to examine whether individual differences in participants’ levels of
social anxiety influenced their decision to sign the confession statement and their
perceived pressure to confess. The SIAS contains 20 questions that measure how
much anxiety people experience in social interactions (e.g., I have difficulty
making eye-contact with others; When mixing socially I am uncomfortable, etc.)
using a 5-point Likert-type scale (0 = not at all like me, 4 = very much like me).
Of the 20 items, 3 items were reversed scored. After the items were reversed
scored, responses from all 20 items were combined to create a total SIAS score
for each participant. High SIAS scores indicate higher levels of social anxiety.
Suggestibility questionnaire. The Gudjonsson Suggestibility Scale (GSS)
was used to measure participants’ suggestibility. The GSS is a valid and reliable
measure of suggestibility in an interrogation setting (Redlich & Goodman, 2003;
Appendix D). This measure was included to investigate whether participants’
suggestibility interacted with the rapport manipulation to influence confession
rates. The original version of the GSS was created in the United Kingdom and
thus contains language that is inappropriate for an American sample. Therefore,
the current study used the American version developed by Warren, Hulse-Trotter,
& Tubbs (1991).
The GSS requires participants to listen to a fictitious story. After listening
to the story, participants are asked 20 questions about the story. Fifteen questions
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are suggestive and five questions are non-suggestive. All questions require
participants to choose between two alternatives (e.g., yes or no, black or white).
Participants are asked these questions immediately after hearing the story and
after a delay of 60 minutes. After the delay, participants are asked to answer the
same questions a second time. At the outset of the second questioning session,
participants are provided with negative feedback on their performance: “You
made a number of mistakes. I’m going to ask you the questions again but this time
try to be more accurate.”
The scale produces two suggestibility scores – Yield and Shift. The Yield
score ranges from 0 to 15 and represents the number of times participants agreed
with the suggestive questions. The Shift score also ranges from 0 to 15, and it
represents the number of times participants changed their answer to a question
based on the negative feedback described above. Higher Shift and Yield scores
indicate higher levels of suggestibility. A total suggestibility score is calculated by
adding participants’ Yield and Shift scores (Warren et al., 1991).
Rapport and interrogation scripts. The interviewer established rapport
using one of two scripts (rapport or no rapport). These scripts provided the
interviewer with detailed instructions on how s/he should interact with the
participant – verbally and nonverbally – during the rapport and interrogation
sessions. The rapport scripts were developed based on previous rapport studies
(Vallano & Schreiber Compo, 2011; Villalba et al., 2013) and on rapport building
techniques that have been recommended by researchers and reportedly used by
police investigators (Fisher & Geiselman, 1992; Kelly et al., 2013; Vallano et al.,
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2014). The interrogation scripts were developed based on the scripts used in
previous interrogation studies (Horgan et al., 2012; Guyll et al., 2013; Russano et
al., 2005).
Rapport condition. The rapport script (Appendix E) consisted of a
friendly and attentive interviewer. The interviewer introduced him/herself to the
participant, shook the participant’s hand, made eye contact, smiled, and used
active listening (e.g., nodded, said “yes,” “uh huh,” “okay,” etc.). According to
the script, the interviewer asked questions that allowed the participant and the
interviewer to have a fluid conversation that showed the interviewer was
genuinely interested in getting to know the participant (e.g., Where are you from?
What do you like most about Miami?). In addition, the interviewer asked the
participant to recall a pleasant past experience and to describe that experience in
as much detail as possible. The purpose of including this question was to
strengthen the rapport manipulation. Research shows that feelings of liking
towards an individual increase when people disclose information to that
individual (Collins & Miller, 1994).
During the interrogation, the interviewer in the rapport condition
continued to have a nice and friendly demeanor towards the participant. The
interviewer was respectful, allowed the participant the opportunity to speak, and
used phrases that expressed empathy and concern (e.g., I understand what you are
telling me; I am sorry this is happening to you). In addition, the interviewer told
the participant that s/he was in a similar situation a few years ago and that s/he
understands what it feels like to be accused of cheating. It was important for the
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success of the rapport manipulation that the participant felt the interviewer
empathized with and could relate emotionally to the situation s/he was in.
No rapport condition. The no rapport script (Appendix E) involved an
unfriendly and uninterested interviewer. The interviewer walked in the room, did
not introduce him/herself to the participant, did not smile, made little eye contact,
did not use active listening, and made no attempt to befriend the participant. The
interviewer asked a set of standard demographic questions (e.g., Can you spell
your first name? What is your phone number?) that did not allow the participant
and the interviewer to engage in a fluid conversation. In addition, the interviewer
asked these questions in a staccato style that made it clear s/he was not interested
in getting to know the participant. The no rapport script was modeled after
interviews conducted by a local police department in the robbery division (Fisher,
Geiselman, & Raymond, 1987) and have been used in previous rapport studies
(Kieckhaefer et al., 2013; Vallano & Schreiber Compo, 2011; Villalba et al.,
2013). The question about a pleasant experience was absent from the no rapport
script and instead participants spent a few minutes writing down everything they
did the previous day from the moment they woke up until they went to bed. This
writing activity was included so participants in both rapport conditions spent
similar amounts of time in the room with the interviewer during the rapport phase.
During the no rapport interrogation, the interviewer continued to be distant
and unfriendly, made no attempt to make the participant feel better about the
situation, and did not express empathy or concern for the participant.
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Interrogation script. The interrogation script conveyed the same
information regardless of the participants’ assigned rapport condition (Appendix
F). After the rapport session, the interviewer explained that there was an issue
with the answers to the team and individual problems. The interviewer explained
that both participants got the same wrong answer on the triangle problem and that
this had never happened before. The interviewer told the participant that s/he
believed they had broken the rules of the study and shared answers during the
individual problems. The interviewer then explained that s/he had contacted the
professor in charge of the study and that he was very upset about the situation.
The interviewer explained that s/he did not know what the professor was going to
do but that s/he would not be surprised if the professor considered this situation a
case of academic dishonesty. All participants were asked to sign a handwritten
confession statement admitting to having shared answers on the individual
problems. The interviewer asked for a confession up to three times. If the
participant had not signed the confession by the third ask, the interviewer did not
continue to ask participants to sign the confession. Maximization was used to
emphasize the seriousness of the accusation (e.g., FIU considers cheating in a
study the same as cheating in a classroom). Great care was taken to ensure a
“clean” rapport manipulation. Therefore, interviewers were trained in avoiding
minimization (e.g., I’m sure everything will be resolved more quickly if you just
sign; I don’t think this is going to be a big deal, etc.) during the interrogation.
Interrogation outcomes and diagnosticity. For each participant their
confession decision was coded into four possible outcomes (i.e., true confession,
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false confession, true denial, false denial). We calculated the percentage of people
in each rapport condition that fell into each of the four confession categories. We
used these confession percentages to calculate the likelihood of obtaining a true
confession over a false confession (i.e., diagnosticity). Diagnosticity was
calculated by dividing the percentage of true confessions over the percentage of
false confessions for both rapport conditions. Higher diagnosticity means a given
technique is more likely to elicit true than false confessions. Diagnosticity was
also calculated for denials – that is, the likelihood that a denial is indicative of
innocence or guilt. Similarly, higher denial diagnosticity indicates higher
likelihood of eliciting denials from innocent people.
Rapport questionnaire. Two rapport questionnaires were used to ensure
that rapport was experienced (or not) as intended. The first questionnaire is the
Interaction Questionnaire and it has been used in previous rapport studies
(Appendix G; Kieckhaefer, et al., 2013; Vallano & Schreiber Compo, 2011;
Villalba et al., 2013). It measures characteristics that have been empirically tested
to be important when building rapport in a therapeutic setting (Bernieri, 1998;
Elvins & Green, 2008). The questionnaire consists of 30 items that ask
participants to rate their perceptions of the interviewer (interviewer subscale; e.g.,
rude, smooth, bored, etc.) and their interaction with the interviewer (interaction
subscale; e.g., awkward, well coordinated, etc.) using a 7-point Likert-type scale
(1 = low amount of characteristic, 7 = high amount of characteristic). The
interviewer and interaction subscales included duplicate items that asked
participants to rate the interviewer and the interaction on the same construct. For
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example, participants rated whether the interviewer was bored and whether the
interaction with the interviewer was boring. Therefore, a correlation analysis was
conducted on the items that appeared twice on the Interaction Questionnaire. Four
of the duplicate items were excluded (cold, awkward, active, positive) because
they were highly correlated with their respective repeated pairs rs = .62 – .85, p
< .001. After deleting the duplicate items, the Interaction Questionnaire included
26 of the original 30 items.
To calculate the total sum score for the Interaction Questionnaire we
reversed scored all the items that had a negative valence (e.g., distracted,
awkward, rude, antagonistic, etc.) After reverse scoring the relevant items, all
items were summed to create an Interaction Questionnaire total score. High scores
on this questionnaire indicate higher levels of rapport.
The second questionnaire used to measure rapport consisted of a modified
version of the Rapport Scales for Investigative Interviews and Interrogations
(RS3i) recently developed specifically to measure rapport in the context of
investigative interviews and interrogations (Appendix H; Duke, 2013). The
questionnaire asks participants to agree or disagree with 24 statements about how
the interviewer behaved towards them using a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 =
strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). For example, participants were asked to
rate whether the interviewer treated them with respect, whether they perceived the
interviewer as honest, whether they believed the interviewer had a good opinion
of them, etc. To calculate the total sum score for the modified RS3i we reverse
scored three items that had a negative valence. Once all items were in the correct
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valence, all items were summed to create a modified RS3i total score. High
numbers indicate higher levels of rapport.
Participants’ ratings of the interviewer on the Interaction Questionnaire
and the modified RS3i were examined in two different ways to determine how the
rapport manipulation affected participants’ perceptions of the interviewer.
Specifically, we examined whether differences existed in the calculated total
scores as well as participants’ ratings of the interviewer on each individual item
on both rapport questionnaires.
Demographics. Participants completed a demographic questionnaire
(Appendix I) and reported their race, age, and gender. Participants also reported
their major and whether they had taken or were currently taking the course “legal
psychology.”
Debriefing. During debriefing (Appendix J), the experimenter (i.e., the
person participants worked with at the beginning of the study) asked them to
describe in their own words what they thought the study was about and whether
they believed they were being tricked or deceived in any way. After participants
answered these questions, the experimenter explained the true purpose of the
study. The experimenter explained that the other person they worked with was a
confederate and that no professor was upset about the team and individual
problems. The experimenter explained the need for deception in the study. The
experimenter told participants it was vital to the success of the study that they
remained unaware of the true purpose of the study until the end. Participants were
asked to explain why they chose to sign or not the confession statement and to
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report how much pressure they felt to sign the confession statement using an 11point Likert-type scale (0 = no pressure at all; 10 = the most amount of pressure
you can imagine).
Procedure
All sessions were video and audio recorded using a hidden camera. Three
research assistants were needed to run each participant (experimenter, confederate,
interviewer). All research assistants were kept blind to certain experimental
conditions. Specifically, the interviewer was unaware of the participant’s guilt or
innocence; the confederate was unaware of the rapport condition; and the
experimenter was unaware of both guilt/innocence and rapport conditions.
Participants arrived at the lab under the impression that they were
participating in a trivia challenge study. Once in the lab, the experimenter greeted
participants and told them they were going to participate in the study with another
person – in reality a study confederate (from now on, the participant and
confederate will be referred to together as ‘participants’). The experimenter
explained that the purpose of the study was to examine how people solve
problems and how anxiety influences their performance. After participants signed
the consent form, they completed the first state anxiety measure (STAI 1) and the
Social Interaction Anxiety Scale (SIAS). Then the experimenter asked the
confederate to leave the room for a couple of minutes. During this time, the
experimenter administered the first part of the Gudjonsson Suggestibility Scale
(GSS).

30

After administering the GSS, the experimenter instructed the confederate
to come back in the room. The experimenter explained that the first part of the
study involved solving logic problems as a team and individually. The
experimenter explained that most of the time, when people solve problems, they
do so with someone they know, either a friend or a co-worker, and that their
current situation was somewhat artificial since the participants did not know each
other. The experimenter told participants that s/he was going to leave the room
and allow let them get acquainted with each other for a few minutes. The goal of
this, they were told, was to make their interaction more realistic. In reality, its
purpose was to increase participants’ willingness to share their answer to the
triangle problem with the confederate in the guilty condition (Guyll, et al., 2013;
Russano et al., 2005). The experimenter left the participants alone in the room for
three minutes. Confederates had memorized a set of questions they could use to
start a conversation with the participant (e.g., What class are you doing this study
for? What’s your major?) and were told to make conversation with the participant
even if the person seemed shy or not very talkative.
Cheating phase. After three minutes, the experimenter came back in the
room and gave participants the instructions for completing the logic problems.
The experimenter explained that it was important for them to take this task
seriously and to only work together on the team problems and individually on the
individual problems. The experimenter explained that they needed to start on the
individual problems and then alternate between team and individual problems
until they completed all six problems. Participants completed the logic problems
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always in the same order. The experimenter informed participants they had 15
minutes to complete the logic problems. After explaining the rules and asking if
they had any questions, the experimenter exited the room.
Culpability manipulation: Guilty. In the guilty condition, the confederate
asked the participant for help on the last individual problem (the triangle problem).
After it was clear the participant had finished the triangle problem, the
confederate said “I’m having a hard time with this one – what did you get?” If the
participant gave the confederate the answer, the confederate replied, “Umm that
may be it” and continued to work on the problem for a few more seconds. Once
the confederate answered the triangle problem, they worked on the final team
problem.
If the participant did not give the confederate the answer, the confederate
was instructed not to ask a second time; the confederate simply kept working on
the triangle problem for a few more seconds. Regardless of whether the
participant provided the confederate with an answer, the confederate was
instructed to make sure that the participant did not see his/her response to the
triangle problem.
Culpability manipulation: Innocent. In the innocent condition, the
confederate did not ask the participant for help. Participants worked individually
on all of the individual problems. If the participant asked the confederate for help
on any of the individual problems, the confederate was instructed to not give
participants answers to the individual problems even after they had completed all
problems.
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Rapport-building phase. After 15 minutes, the experimenter came back
into the room. In the event that participants were still working on the problems,
the experimenter gave the pair an extra 5 minutes to finish. After the problems
were collected, the experimenter administered the second state anxiety measure
(STAI 2). Then, the experimenter explained that for the second part of the study,
participants were going to work separately. The experimenter explained that the
confederate was going to work with him/her in another room and that another
experimenter was coming in to work with the participant. The experimenter
handed participants a filler task (word completion task) and then exited the room
with the confederate. After 5-7 minutes, the third research assistant (from now on
‘the interviewer’) came into the room.
The rapport manipulation began the moment the interviewer walked into
the room. The interviewer explained that there was a problem with the logic
problems and that the other experimenter was double-checking their answers. The
interviewer stated that they could not move on to the next part of the study until
the issue with the logic problems was resolved. This “issue” with the logic
problems provided a delay in the study that allowed the interviewer to build
rapport without arousing participants’ suspicions. After explaining the reason for
the delay, the interviewer began the rapport manipulation (rapport or no rapport)
based on the participant’s randomly assigned condition. After building rapport
with the participant for a few minutes, the interviewer told the participant s/he
was going to check on the other experimenter so they could move on with the
study. Throughout the rapport building phase, the interviewer was very casual

33

about the “issue” with the logic problems. It was important not to worry the
participant prior to the interrogation because this could have affected the
interviewer’s ability to build rapport with the participant.
Interrogation phase. The interviewer left the room and came back
approximately 1 minute later. The interviewer then confirmed with the participant
that they did have a problem. The interviewer explained that s/he believed that the
participants shared answers on the individual problems because both had the same
wrong answer on the triangle problem. The interviewer told the participant that
the professor was very upset and that he may consider this situation a case of
academic dishonesty. The interviewer told the participant the professor had
instructed him/her to document what happened and that s/he needed the
participant to sign a statement admitting to having shared answers on the triangle
problem. The interviewer took out a piece of paper with a handwritten statement
that read: “I, _______, admit to sharing answers on the triangle (individual)
problem.” The participant was asked to sign the statement up to three times. The
interrogation ended the moment the participant signed the statement or after the
participant refused to sign the statement for a third time.
After the interrogation, the interviewer asked the participant to write down
on a blank piece of paper everything that happened between him/her and the other
participant. After this, the interviewer told the participant s/he was going to speak
to the professor and left the room.
Post-interrogation phase. After the interrogation phase, the experimenter
returned to the room and asked the participant to complete a set of questionnaires.
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The participant completed the third state anxiety measure (STAI 3), then the
Interaction Questionnaire, the modified version of the Rapport Scales for
Investigative Interviewing and Interrogations (RS3i), and the demographics
questionnaire. Lastly, the experimenter administered the second part of the GSS
approximately 60 minutes after the first GSS. After completing all questionnaires,
the participant was probed for suspicion and was fully debriefed. The participant
was thanked for his/her participation, asked not to disclose the true purpose of the
study to anyone who may participate in the study (Appendix K ; Confidentiality
Agreement), and asked to sign a video consent form allowing us to view the video
recording of their participation (Appendix L).
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Figure 1.
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III. RESULS
The results are divided into three sections: The first section describes the
preliminary analyses conducted to determine the potential presence of interviewer
effects on the main variables (i.e., confession decisions, denial decisions,
perceived pressure to confess, and experience of rapport). The second section
describes the primary analyses conducted to examine whether building rapport
influenced perceptions of the interviewer, confession decisions, denial decisions,
the diagnosticity of confessions and denials, and perceived pressure to confess.
The third section describes exploratory analyses conducted to investigate whether
individual differences such as self-reported anxiety and suggestibility interacted
with the rapport manipulation to influence confession decisions, denial decisions,
and perceived pressure to confess.
Preliminary Analyses
Interviewer effects. The study used six research assistants (three male,
three female) to play the role of interviewer (Mage = 29.80, SDage = 10.76). It was
important to examine whether interviewers’ unique personalities and potential
differences in their degrees of likability influenced participants’ behavior. It was
of particular interest to examine interviewer effects on participants’ (1) decision
to confess or deny, (2) perceived pressure to confess, and (3) experience of
rapport.
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Table 1.
Number and Percentage of Confessions and Denials by Interviewer Identity
Interviewer Name

N

Confessions

Denials

Leslie

40

19 (48%)

21 (53%)

Julia

7

4 (57%)

3 (43%)

Analay

19

7 (63%)

12 (63%)

Robert

40

20 (50%)

20 (50%)

Alfredo

34

19 (56%)

15 (44%)

Erlian

29

20 (69%)

9 (31%)

Interrogation outcomes. A chi-square analysis was conducted to
investigate the presence of systematic differences in participants’ decision to
confess or deny having shared answers on the individual problems based on
interviewer identity. If the outcome of the interrogation changed depending on the
identity of the interviewer, then it would be difficult to determine whether the
rapport manipulation influenced participants’ decision-making processes. Results
indicated that interviewer identity did not influence participants’ decision to
confess having shared answers on the individual problems, X2(1, N = 89) = 8.56,
p > .05 or deny having shared answers on the individual problems X2(1, N = 80) =
8.11, p > .05.
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Perceived pressure to confess. Participants used an 11-point Likert-type
scale (0 to 10) to rate how much pressure they felt to sign the confession
statement. A one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to compare
participants’ ratings of perceived pressure to confess across all six interviewers.
Results revealed that interviewer identity did not influence participants’ perceived
pressure to sign the confession statement, F(5, 158) = 2.05, p = .075, partial η2
= .06 (see Table 2).
Table 2.
Mean and Standard Deviation for Perceived Pressure to Confess by Interviewer
Identity

Interviewer Name

M

SD

N

Leslie

3.47

3.55

38

Julia

6.43

4.12

7

Analay

3.95

3.66

19

Robert

4.69

3.24

37

Alfredo

5.56

2.63

34

Erlian

5.00

3.64

29

NOTE: Data for 5 participants was missing.

Rapport experience. Two rapport questionnaires were used to measure
participants’ experience of rapport: (1) the Interaction Questionnaire (Kieckhaefer
et al., 2013; Vallano & Schreiber Compo, 2011; Villalba et al., 2013) and (2) a
modified version of the Rapport Scales for Investigative Interviewing and
Interrogations (RS3i; Duke, 2013). Analyses were conducted to determine
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whether participants had different experiences of rapport based on the identity of
the interviewer.
Interaction questionnaire. A one-way ANOVA was conducted to
examine whether total scores on the Interaction Questionnaire were influenced by
interviewer identity. Results indicated that participants’ experience of rapport was
not influenced by interviewer identity, F(5, 158) = 1.26, p = .29, partial η2 = .04
(see Table 3).
To take a closer look at participants’ experience of rapport, a multivariate
analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to examine participants’ ratings
of the interviewer on all individual items on the Interaction Questionnaire. Results
indicated that participants’ ratings of the interviewer did not differ by interviewer
identity, F(130, 685) = 1.23, p = .056, Pillai’s Trace = .95, partial η2 = .19.
Modified RS3i. A one-way ANOVA was conducted to examine whether
total scores on the modified RS3i were influenced by interviewer identity. Results
indicated that participants’ ratings of the interviewer did not differ by interviewer
identity, F(5, 161) = 1.65, p = .15, partial η2 = .05 (see Table 3).
A MANOVA was conducted to examine participants’ ratings of the
interviewer on all individual items in the modified RS3i. Results indicated that
interviewer identity did not influence participants’ experience of rapport, F(120,
710) = 1.02, p = .43, Pillai's Trace = .74, partial η2 = .15.
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Table 3.
Mean and Standard Deviation for the Total Scores in the Interaction
Questionnaire and the Modified RS3i by Interviewer Identity

Interaction Questionnaire

Modified RS3i

Interviewer
Name

M

SD

N

M

SD

N

Leslie

117.51

19.60

39

86.35

21.22

40

Julia

123.86

26.52

7

89.00

26.81

7

Analay

121.26

18.55

19

91.79

18.35

19

Robert

124.70

22.37

39

94.02

22.64

40

Alfredo

113.30

20.28

33

80.30

20.56

34

Erlian

117.33

21.64

27

87.82

22.95

27

NOTE: Total scores for 7 participants could not be calculated because some items were missing

Results from both rapport questionnaires (Interaction Questionnaire and
modified RS3i) suggest that individual differences in interviewers’ ability to build
rapport did not influence participants’ experience of rapport. Therefore, any
differences found in the primary analyses cannot be explained by individual
differences among interviewers.
Interaction length. The lengths of the rapport and interrogation sessions
were examined to determine whether interviewers spent more time with
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participants depending on the rapport condition. First, a one-way ANOVA was
conducted to examine differences in length (in minutes) between the rapport and
no rapport sessions. Previous rapport studies have found that interviewers who
built rapport spent more time with participants than interviewers who did not
build rapport (see Vallano & Schreiber Compo, 2011; Villalba et al., 2013). Based
on this past research, it was expected that rapport-building sessions would be
longer than no rapport-building sessions. Consistent with previous research,
results showed a significant difference in the length of the rapport-building
sessions based on the rapport manipulation, F(1, 165) = 94.90, p < .001, partial η2
= .37. Interviewers spent longer interacting with participants in the rapport
condition (M = 9.61, SD = 3.62) than in the no rapport condition (M = 5.70, SD
= .73).
A 2 (rapport v. no rapport) by 2 (guilt v. innocence) between subjects
ANOVA was conducted to examine whether the length of the interrogation was
influenced by the rapport and guilt manipulations. Results indicated no main
effect of rapport, F(1, 163) = 3.21, p = .075, partial η2 = .019, on the length of the
interrogation. Rapport interviewers interrogated participants for a similar amount
of time (M = 8.36, SD = 3.77) than no rapport interviewers (M = 7.39, SD = 3.37).
Results also indicated no main effect of guilt F(1,163) = .16, p = .70, partial η2
= .001 on the length of the interrogation. Guilty (M = 7.78, SD = 3.37) and
innocent (M = 7.96, SD = 3.63) participants were interrogated for a similar
amount of time.
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Rapport manipulation checks. Our ability to find differences in
confession decisions hinged on participants experiencing different levels of
rapport based on the rapport manipulation (rapport v. no rapport). The success of
the rapport manipulation was determined by conducting two ANOVAs examining
the total scores on the Interaction Questionnaire and the modified RS3i and two
MANOVAs examining participants’ responses to the individual items within each
questionnaire.
Interaction questionnaire. A one-way (rapport v. no rapport) ANOVA
was conducted on the Interaction Questionnaire total scores. Results indicated that
participants perceived interviewers more positively in the rapport condition (M =
133.09, SD = 12.84) than in the no rapport condition (M = 104.30, SD = 17.60),
F(1, 162) = 144.28, p < .001, partial η2 = .47. In addition, a one-way MANOVA
was conducted on participants’ ratings of the interviewer on the individual items
on the Interaction Questionnaire (e.g., bored, arrogant, satisfied, positive, etc.) and
the rapport manipulation. Results revealed that participants perceived
the interviewer differently based on their randomly assigned rapport condition,
F(26, 137) = 10.17, p < .001, Pillai’s Trace = .66, partial η2 = .66. Univariate tests
showed that across most items in the Interaction Questionnaire participants rated
the interviewer more positively when they experienced rapport than when they
did not experience rapport (see Table 4).
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Table 4.
Rapport Manipulation Check – Interaction Questionnaire
Rapport
M
SD

No Rapport
M
SD

p

partial η2

Smooth

5.11

1.35

3.40

1.87

<.001

.22

Distracted

1.51

.10

1.78

1.40

.154

.01

Bored

1.42

.86

2.21

1.61

<.001

.08

Arrogant

1.22

.75

2.76

2.12

<.001

.19

Satisfied

4.71

1.41

2.95

1.65

<.001

.25

Awkward

1.40

.81

2.48

1.84

<.001

.13

Involved

5.75

1.21

4.55

1.68

<.001

.15

Cold

1.33

.81

3.90

2.14

<.001

.40

Friendly

6.24

1.00

2.70

1.70

<.001

.62

Active

5.55

1.13

4.18

1.71

<.001

.19

Positive

5.67

1.35

2.94

1.80

<.001

.43

Rude

1.14

.58

2.88

2.08

<.001

.24

Antagonistic

1.55

1.06

3.30

2.14

<.001

.21

Well
Coordinated

5.40

1.24

4.33

1.58

<.001

.13

Boring

1.35

.65

2.54

.17

<.001

.18

Cooperative

5.36

1.17

3.40

1.66

<.001

.32

Harmonious

4.75

1.70

2.20

1.47

<.001

.40
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Rapport
M
SD

No Rapport
M
SD

p

partial η2

Satisfying

3.96

1.97

2.58

1.53

<.001

.14

Focused

4.22

2.17

4.29

1.81

.600

.002

Intense

2.92

1.68

4.55

1.85

<.001

.18

Unfriendly

4.52

2.23

3.42

1.91

<.001

.06

Dull

1.65

1.13

3.18

2.00

<.001

.19

Involving

5.45

1.25

4.36

1.46

<.001

.13

Worthwhile

4.22

1.60

2.78

1.60

<.001

.17

Slow

1.67

1.07

2.20

1.31

.005

.05

Comfortably
Paced

4.81

1.80

3.63

1.84

<.001

.10

Modified RS3i. A one-way ANOVA was conducted on the modified RS3i
total scores and the rapport manipulation (rapport vs. no rapport). Results
revealed that interviewers in the rapport condition were rated more positively (M
= 101.60, SD = 14.63) than interviewers in the no rapport condition (M = 73.54,
SD = 18.79), F(1, 165) = 116.45, p < .001, partial η2 = .41. A subsequent
MANOVA was conducted to examine participants’ perceptions of the interviewer
across all items in the modified RS3i. Results indicated that participants perceived
interviewers differently based on the rapport manipulation, F(24, 142) = 10.20, p
< .001, Pillai’s Trace = .63, partial η2 = .63. Univariate tests showed that across
most items in the modified RS3i, interviewers in the rapport condition were rated
more favorably than interviewers in the no rapport condition (see Table 6).
Results from both rapport questionnaires showed that, as desired, participants
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experienced higher levels of rapport in the rapport condition and lower levels of
rapport in the no rapport condition.
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Table 5.
Rapport Manipulation Check – Modified RS3i
Rapport

No Rapport

M

SD

M

SD

p

partial η2

4.51

.72

3.30

1.20

<.001

.28

The interviewer seems to have a
compassionate attitude towards people

4.35

.74

2.77

1.20

<.001

.39

The interviewer was friendly towards me

4.56

.59

2.54

1.23

<.001

.53

The interviewer treated me with respect

4.58

.71

3.48

1.21

<.001

.24

The interviewer paid careful attention to what
I had to say

4.52

.73

3.40

1.34

<.001

.21

The interviewer was attentive to my feelings

4.32

.82

2.55

1.34

<.001

.39

The interviewer thinks that I am a good person

4.00

.95

2.40

.99

<.001

.41

The interviewer values my opinion

3.94

.96

2.62

1.15

<.001

.28

The interviewer respects my intelligence

3.90

.96

2.72

1.03

<.001

.26

The interviewer was honest with me

3.80

1.31

3.17

1.48

.004

.05

The interviewer seems like a good-natured
person
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The interviewer had good intentions towards
me

4.06

1.02

2.85

1.26

<.001

.22

The interviewer doesn't care about what
happens to me

1.99

1.00

3.05

1.19

<.001

.19

I can't trust the interviewer to tell me the truth

2.56

1.31

3.12

1.31

.007

.04

During the interview I felt like the interviewer
and I understood each other well

3.81

.97

2.44

1.25

<.001

.28

4.01

1.05

2.83

1.55

<.001

.17

<.001

.32

4.27

.91

2.72

1.32

The interviewer and I got along well during
the interview

4.29

.86

2.52

1.10

<.001

.45

Communication went smoothly between the
interviewer and me

4.33

.76

2.91

1.32

<.001

.32

I connected with the interviewer in a positive
way

4.07

.99

2.32

1.26

<.001

.38

I was motivated to help the interviewer

4.01

1.04

2.91

1.37

<.001

.17

I was cooperative during the interview

4.26

1.07

4.15

1.10

.504

.003

I would be willing to do another interview
with the interviewer
The interviewer helped me to feel comfortable
enough to share information during the
interview

47

I was honest with the interview

4.73

.70

4.78

.67

.629

.001

The interviewer showed empathy towards me

3.84

1.05

2.32

1.15

<.001

.33

The interviewer seemed distant and
uninterested in me

1.24

.48

2.67

1.35

<.001

.34
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Primary Analyses
Interrogation outcomes. The primary goal of the present study was to
isolate the effect of rapport on interrogation outcomes to determine whether
rapport influences the decision to sign a confession statement. Table 6 shows the
number and percentage of interrogation outcomes by the rapport conditions.
Table 6.
Number and Percentage of Interrogation Outcomes by Rapport Condition
n
Rapport

%

n

%

True Confession

38

86

False Confession

7

17

False Denial

6

14

True Denial

35

83

34

87

False Confession

10

23

5

13

True Denial

34

77

True Confession
No
Rapport False Denial

A hierarchical loglinear analysis was conducted to examine the effects of
rapport (no rapport = 0, rapport = 1) and guilt (innocent = 0, guilty = 1) on
participants’ decisions to confess (true confession = 1, true denial = 2, false
confession = 3, false denial = 4). Results revealed a significant interaction
between guilt and interrogation outcome, Χ2(1, N = 169) = 234.23, p < .001, such
that guilty participants (86%) were 4.3 times more likely to truthfully confess than
innocent participants (20%) were to falsely confess (see Table 7). However, these
results failed to show a significant effect of the rapport manipulation on
participants’ decisions to confess, Χ2(1, N = 169) = .69, p = .88. Interviewer
rapport did not significantly influence participant’s decisions to confess to a
wrongdoing.
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Table 7.
Number and Percentage of Confessions by Guilt Condition
False Confessions
Innocent
Guilty

True Confessions

20% (17/86)
86% (72/84)

Diagnosticity. In addition to examining the effect of rapport on
participants' decisions to confess, it was important to examine whether building
rapport improved the diagnosticity of both confessions and denials when
compared to not building rapport. Diagnosticity is the percentage of true
confessions divided by the percentage of false confessions and of true denials
divided by false denials. The higher the diagnosticity, the better a technique is at
eliciting true confessions and true denials while minimizing false confessions and
false denials. As Table 8 indicates, diagnosticity was higher (5.06)
when interviewers built rapport with suspects prior to the interrogation than
when interviewers did not build rapport (3.78). These results indicate that
diagnosticity was reduced by 25% when interviewers did not build rapport with
participants. However, based on the hierarchical loglinear analysis showing no
effect of rapport on people’s decisions to confess, this 25% in reduction of
diagnosticity was not significant. Table 9 shows the diagnosticity for denials.
Diagnosticity did not differ for denials elicited with the rapport or no rapport
conditions.
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Table 8.
Diagnosticity of Confessions
True
Confessions

False
Confessions

Diagnosticity

Rapport

86%

17%

5.06

No Rapport

87%

23%

3.78

True Denials

False Denials

Diagnosticity

Rapport

83%

14%

5.93

No Rapport

77%

13%

5.92

Table 9.
Diagnosticity of Denials

Interrogation outcomes by rapport experience. Even though
participants were randomly assigned to experience rapport or no rapport, it is
possible that some participants did not experience rapport or no rapport as
intended. For this reason, a second hierarchical loglinear analysis was conducted
to examine the effects of experienced rapport (low rapport = 0, high rapport = 1)
and guilt (innocent = 0, guilt = 1) on participants’ decisions to confess (true
confession = 1, true denial = 2, false confession = 3, false denial = 4). We used
participants’ total scores on the Interaction Questionnaire, calculated the median
(122) and excluded all participants in the rapport condition whose scores were
below the median (participants who experienced low levels of rapport) and
excluded all participants in the no rapport manipulation whose scores were above
the median (participants who experienced high levels of rapport). The purpose of
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this analysis was to determine whether rapport influenced confession decisions for
participants who conformed to the rapport manipulation and experienced rapport
or did not experience rapport as intended. Fifteen participants in the rapport
condition and 17 participants in the no rapport condition were excluded from this
analysis. Results revealed no effect of rapport on participants’ decision to confess,

Χ2(1, N = 132) = 2.84, p = .42 (see Table 9). Similar results were found when we
calculated the median (89) for the modified RS3i and conducted the hierarchical
loglinear analysis only including participants who experienced rapport as intended
(see Table 10).
Table 10.
Number and Percentage of Interrogation Outcomes by Experience of Rapport in the
Interaction Questionnaire
n

%

n

%

High True Confession
Rapport False Denial

31

94

False Confession

4

11

2

6

True Denial

30

42

True Confession
Low
Rapport False Denial

22

85

False Confession

7

19

4

15

True Denial

30

81

Table 11.
Number and Percentage of Interrogation Outcomes by Experience of Rapport in the
Modified RS3i
n

%

n

%

High True Confession
Rapport False Denial

33

97

False Confession

5

14

1

3

True Denial

31

86

True Confession
Low
Rapport False Denial

27

87

False Confession

4

13

True Denial

52

6
30

17
83

This last set of analyses investigated the relations between experience of
rapport and confession outcomes. Two one-way ANOVAs were conducted to
examine the outcome of the interrogation (true confession v. false confessions v.
true denial v. false denial) in relation to participants’ total scores on the rapport
questionnaires (Interaction Questionnaire, modified RS3i). For these analyses we
only included participants who experienced rapport and no rapport as intended.
Results revealed no significant main effect of the Interaction
Questionnaire total scores on interrogation outcomes, F(3,128) = 1.17, p = .32,
partial η2 = .027. Similarly, there was no significant main effect of the modified
RS3i total scores on interrogation outcomes, F(3,133) = 1.93, p = .13, partial η2
= .042 (see Table 12).
Table 12.
Mean and Standard Deviation for Rapport Total Scores by Confession Decision
Interaction
Questionnaire
M

Modified RS3i

SD

N

M

SD

N

True Confession 122.51

22.17

53

91.18

21.69

60

True Denial

116.60

23.92

62

85.18

23.86

61

False Confession 113.64

20.77

11

86.73

22.53

11

False Denial

20.54

6

68.00

27.31

5

109.33

Perceived pressure to confess. A 2 (rapport v. no rapport) by 2 (guilt v.
innocence) between subjects ANOVA was conducted on participants’ perceived
pressure to confess. Results revealed a main effect of guilt, F(1, 160) = 4.31,
p = .04, partial η2 = .026, such that guilty participants experienced more pressure
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to confess (M = 5.19, SD = 3.25) than innocent participants (M = 4.09, SD = 3.50).
The rapport manipulation did not influence participants’ perceived pressure to
sign the confession statement F(1, 160) = .52, p = .47, partial η2 = .003.
A one-way ANOVA was conducted on participants’ perceived pressure to
confess and their confession decisions (true confession v. true denial v. false
confession v. false denial). Results indicated a significant difference in
participants’ perceived pressure to confess based on interrogation outcomes,
F(3, 160) = 5.76, p = .001, partial η2 = .097. Specifically, Bonferroni post hoc
tests revealed that true deniers experienced less pressure to confess than true and
false confessors (see Table 13).
Table 13.
Mean and Standard Deviation for Perceived Pressure to Confess by Confession
Decision
M

SD

N

True Confession

5.26a

3.33

70

True Denial

3.45a,b

3.37

66

False Confession

6.59b

2.92

17

False Denial

4.73

2.76

11

Note: Means sharing the same superscript are significantly different at the .05 level.

Correlational analyses were conducted to examine the relations between
rapport scores (on both rapport questionnaires) and participants’ perceived
pressure to confess. No significant correlations emerged between perceived
pressure to confess and participants’ experience of rapport as measured by the
Interaction Questionnaire, r(132) = -.085, p = .28. Interestingly, a significant
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negative correlation emerged between perceived pressure to confess and
participants’ experience of rapport as measured by the modified RS3i,
r(137)= -.157, p = .047. The more rapport participants experienced, the less
pressure to confess they reported.
Exploratory Analyses
Self-reported social anxiety. A one-way ANOVA was conducted to
examine the relationship between social anxiety and confession decisions. Results
showed a significant effect of social anxiety on confession decisions, F(3, 153) =
4.39, p = .005, partial η2 = .08. Bonferroni post hoc tests revealed that true deniers
were significantly less socially anxious than false and true confessors (see Table
14).
Table 14.
Mean and Standard Deviation for Social Anxiety by Interrogation Outcomes
M

SD

True Confessions

21.40a

14.32

True Denials

15.40a,b

11.48

False Confessions

26.67b

8.80

False Denials

21.00

13.08

A linear regression was conducted to examine whether participants’ selfreported social anxiety (SIAS) predicted their perceived pressure to sign the
confession statement. Social anxiety predicted perceived pressure to confess,
β = .298, t(151) = 3.83, p < .001, and explained a significant proportion of the
variance in perceived pressure to confess, R2 = 0.089, F(1, 150) = 14.66, p < 0.001.
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Self-reported state anxiety. A two-way (guilt v. innocent) by (rapport v.
no rapport) repeated measures ANOVA was conducted on participants’ selfreported state anxiety using the STAI at time 2 and time 3. Participants’ baseline
self-reported anxiety (STAI 1) was used as a covariate in order to account for
individual differences in state anxiety at the beginning of the study. Results
revealed that all participants (guilty and innocent) experience a significant
increase in anxiety between STAI 2 and STAI 3, F(1,155) = 6.55, p = .011, partial
η2 = .04. Table 14 shows the mean and standard deviation for guilty and innocent
participants’ self-reported anxiety for STAI 2 and STAI 3. There was no
significant effect of rapport on participant’s self-reported state anxiety
F(1, 155) = .57, p = .45, partial η2 = .004 .
A one-way ANOVA was conducted on participants’ guilt to determine
whether guilty participants reported experiencing higher anxiety than innocent
participants in the STAI 3. Results revealed that guilty participants (M = 27.53,
SD = 15.04) reported more anxiety than innocent participants (M = 22.86, SD =
15.24), F(1, 158) = 7.62, p = .006, partial η2 = .046 in the STAI 3.
Table 15.
Mean and Standard Deviation for STAI 2 and STAI 3 by Guilt Condition
Guilty

Innocent
M
SD

M

SD

STAI 2

10.35

9.25

10.94

8.35

STAI 3

27.53

15.04

22.86

15.24
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Lastly, a correlational analysis examined the relationship between anxiety
at time 3 and participants’ perceived pressure to confess. Results indicated a
significant positive relationship between self-reported anxiety at time 3 (STAI 3)
and participants perceived pressure to confess, r(164) = .44, p < .001.
Participant suggestibility. A one-way ANOVA was conducted to
determine whether participants’ levels of suggestibility influenced their decision
to confess. Unlike previous studies, we found no relationship between participants’
suggestibility and participants’ decisions to confess, F(3, 155) = .75, p > .05.
There was also no relationship between participants’ suggestibility and
participants’ perceived pressure to sign the confession statement.
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IV. DISCUSSION
The purpose of the present study was to broaden our understanding of the role
rapport plays in police interrogations by examining whether building rapport could
influence individuals’ decisions to confess to a wrongdoing. Three predictions were made
based on previous research on rapport and suspect interrogations: (1) Experiencing
rapport will lead to more positive ratings of the interviewer than not experiencing rapport,
(2) Building rapport with suspects will increase the likelihood of obtaining true
confessions and decrease the likelihood of obtaining false confessions and thus improve
diagnosticity of confession evidence, and (3) The use of rapport will decrease participants’
perceived pressure to sign the confession statement compared to the use of no rapport.
The present study did not provide support for the hypothesis that rapport will
increase true and decrease false confessions and improve the diagnosticity of confession
evidence. While we found that guilty participants were more likely to confess than
innocent participants, the rapport manipulation was not successful at influencing the
interrogation outcomes. Participants who experienced rapport were as likely to confess or
deny having shared answers on the individual problems as participants who did not
experience rapport.
As predicted and consistent with previous research on rapport in investigative
interviews, the present study found the rapport manipulation successfully influenced
participants’ experience of rapport, such that participants in the rapport condition
perceived the interviewer more positively than participants in the no rapport condition.
Additionally, results indicated a significant effect of guilt on participants’ perceived
pressure to confess – guilty participants perceived more pressure to confess than innocent
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participants. True deniers perceived the least amount of pressure to confess compared to
true and false confessors. However, and contrary to the hypothesis, rapport did not
influence participants’ perceived pressure to confess.
Although rapport is recommended by both interrogation and investigative
interviewing guidelines (e.g., The Army Field Manual, The Reid Technique, The
Cognitive Interview) and investigators claim to build rapport with both witnesses and
suspects in intelligence and criminal settings (Kassin et al., 2007; Redlich, Kelly, &
Miller, 2014; Semel, 2013; Vallano et al., 2014), no previous research has examined
whether rapport building is sufficiently strong, when used in isolation from other
interrogation techniques, to influence the outcome of interrogations. The studies that
have examined rapport in interrogations have done so by comparing the effectiveness of
different interrogation approaches (e.g., informational-gathering v. accusatorial). These
studies have examined how clusters of techniques influence investigative outcomes (Bull
& Soukara, 2010; Meissner et al., 2012; Narchet, Meissner, & Russano; 2011; Walsh &
Bull, 2012). For example, a recent meta analysis found that the information-gathering
approach, generally characterized by a non-confrontational interviewer who builds
rapport, asks open-ended questions, and engages in active listening elicits more true
confessions and fewer false confessions than the accusatorial approach, which is
characterized by a confrontational interviewer who makes accusations of guilt and uses
psychologically manipulative techniques such as minimization and maximization
(Meissner et al., 2012). While these studies shed light on what interrogation approaches
work best, they do not permit researchers to investigate how individual techniques
influence investigative outcomes. Dissecting interrogation approaches in search for the
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techniques that work best can lead to the development of more effective and streamlined
interrogation guidelines that increase the likelihood of obtaining true over false
confessions. Isolating the effect of rapport in interrogations was of particular importance
since this technique has been advocated as crucial for the success of interrogations (Kelly
et al., 2013). Because rapport is argued to be such an important technique, it was
important to examine the possibility that rapport may be sufficiently strong to influence
confession decisions without reliance on additional interrogation techniques.
Even though interrogation researchers have not isolated the effect of rapport in
police investigations, eyewitness memory researchers have examined how rapport affects
memory for both adult and child witnesses. Studies that examined the effect of rapport on
children have consistently found that building rapport increases the amount of accurate
information children provide and decreases their suggestibility to misinformation
(Goodman & Bottoms, 1993; Powell & Lancaster, 2003; Wood et al., 1996). On the
contrary, research on adult witness accuracy has painted a less clear picture of how
rapport affects recall accuracy. Earlier studies showed that rapport improved accuracy
(Collins, et al., 2002) and decreased susceptibility to misinformation (Vallano &
Schreiber Compo, 2011). However, recent studies have failed to replicate these findings
and instead have found that rapport may sometimes have a detrimental effect on recall
accuracy by increasing the number of incorrect details reported (Kieckhaefer et al., 2013)
or may exert no effect on recall accuracy and witness suggestibility (Kieckhaefer, 2014;
Villalba et al., 2013).
Although past research has suggested that rapport is a critical component of
interrogations, the present study failed to find an effect of rapport on participants’
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confession decisions and on the diagnosticity of confessions and denials. While these
results may seem to contradict the argument that rapport is vital to the success of
interrogations, the lack of significant effects are not completely surprising. This is
because (1) results are consistent with recent work showing that rapport does not improve
recall accuracy in investigative interviews (Kieckhaefer, 2014; Kieckhaefer et al., 2013;
Villalba et al., 2013), and (2) rapport may not be strong enough to be effective when used
in isolation during interrogations (Abbe & Brandon, 2013; Kelly et al., 2013)
Researchers who have argued about the important role rapport plays in
interrogations have described rapport as the technique that makes all other techniques
(e.g., minimization, maximization, etc.) more effective and thus more likely to influence
people’s willingness to cooperate (Kelly et al., 2013). Researchers have not described
rapport as a technique that could be used on its own to influence interrogation outcomes.
Instead, rapport has been described as a “necessary but insufficient” technique in
investigations that may not be as effective if used on its own (Abbe & Brandon, 2013 p.8).
This argument is supported by the results of the present study that failed to find that
rapport influenced people’s decisions to confess to a wrongdoing, and recent research on
rapport and recall accuracy showing that rapport does not improve recall accuracy
(Kieckhaefer, 2014; Kieckhaefer et al., 2013; Villalba et al., 2013). Therefore, the power
of rapport may be best observed when rapport is used in combination with other
techniques and not as a lone technique. Thus, rapport may exert an indirect effect on
people’s behavior by (a) increasing the impact of other interrogation techniques (i.e.,
minimization), (b) increasing people’s motivation to help the interviewer, and (c)
increasing people’s willingness to talk to the interviewer – the more people talk, the more

61

likely they are to provide incriminating information. Findings demonstrating that the
information-gathering approach is superior to the accusatorial approach may be
interpreted as providing indirect evidence of the beneficial effect of rapport when it is
used in combination with other techniques (Evans et al., 2013).
Another explanation that can account for the lack of significant differences in
confession decisions as a result of the rapport manipulation is that rapport building
sessions may need to be longer and participants may need to experience stronger rapport
in order for rapport to influence interrogation outcomes. In the present study, the rapport
building session lasted an average of nine minutes. Perhaps this is not enough time to
develop a relationship that is sufficiently strong, realistic, and positive to influence
individuals’ willingness to confess to an act of wrongdoing. Currently, there is no
evidence in the adult literature that speaks to whether there is an optimal length of time
for rapport sessions. The only existing evidence comes from research on suspected
victims of child sexual abuse. For example, one study showed that rapport building
sessions lasting longer than eight minutes were related to children reporting fewer details
in the substantive portion of the interview than children who experienced rapport building
sessions lasting less than eight minutes (Davies, Westcott, & Horan, 2000). However, the
underlying mechanisms that may be driving this effect are poorly understood. It is
possible that interviewers spent more time building rapport with children who appeared
reluctant. Thus, the length of the rapport session may reflect the interviewer’s attempt to
establish rapport with uncooperative children and not a negative effect of rapport on
children’s reports. Even though research with child witnesses suggests that longer
rapport sessions may be detrimental, it is possible that adults respond differently to
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rapport building attempts. Unlike children, adults may need longer rapport sessions in
order to better gauge whether the interviewer is genuine and sincere. In other words,
adults may be less persuaded to feel rapport with a stranger on the basis of a brief but
pleasant interaction. For example, when questioning individuals in intelligence gathering
settings, interviewers often question individuals over long periods of time. This process
allows interviewers to slowly gain the person’s trust and cooperation (Kleinman, 2011).
Longer rapport sessions may increase the likelihood of individuals experiencing rapport
with the interviewer. The individual may have more information available to make
judgments regarding the trustworthiness of the interviewer. Future research should
examine the effect rapport has on investigative outcomes when rapport is established over
multiple sessions lasting longer than 10 minutes.
Another possible reason rapport did not influence people’s decisions to confess
may be due to participants being highly motivated to deny if innocent and confess if
guilty, regardless of the rapport condition they experienced. Building rapport may not
have increased participants’ motivation to truthfully confess or deny because they were
already highly motivated to do so. On the one hand, building rapport may work best in
persuading those who are motivated to deny and not cooperate and be less beneficial for
those who are ready and willing to confess. On the other hand, creating animosity with
someone who is motivated to confess and cooperate may decrease the person’s
willingness to do so. Arguably, creating an antagonistic relationship would make
participants dislike the interviewer and thus feel less motivated to help the interviewer
and thus increasing the number of false denials. Therefore, rapport may work by shifting
people’s motivation – rapport may shift a false denier towards a confession while an
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antagonistic relationship (negative rapport) may shift true confessors towards false
denials.
Rapport Manipulation
The present study was successful at building rapport with participants. Participants
who experienced rapport building rated the interviewer more positively on a host of
different characteristics than participants who did not experience rapport. This finding is
consistent with previous research (Kieckhaefer et al., 2013; Vallano & Schreiber Compo;
Villalba et al., 2013) showing that (a) rapport can be established in a laboratory setting,
and that (b) the Interaction Questionnaire is successful at detecting differences between
participants who experience rapport and those who do not experience rapport. The
present study also showed that the modified version of the RS3i (Duke, 2013)
successfully detects differences between rapport conditions.
The interaction between participants and interviewers was strategically divided into
two sessions (rapport and interrogation) so that rapport was established before
participants were accused of cheating. Building rapport before discussing the event in
question is a procedure advocated by both interviewing and interrogation guidelines
(Inbau et al., 2013; Fisher & Geiselman, 1992; Lamb et al., 2007). Regarding
interrogations, it makes practical sense to establish rapport before the person becomes
aware that s/he is a person of interest. Presumably, it would be more challenging for
interviewers to build rapport with someone while simultaneously accusing the person of a
transgression. It is also likely that attempts to build rapport would be less effective if the
interviewee was concerned about being a suspect. Future research should examine
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whether it is possible to establish rapport after an individual has been accused of a
wrongdoing.
Importantly, building rapport with participants prior to the interrogation allowed us
to interrogate participants in a manner that was consistent with the rapport manipulation.
That is, the interviewer used nonverbal behaviors that matched the rapport manipulation
while conveying the same information during the interrogation. For example, in the
rapport interrogation, the interviewer continued to use active listening, allowed
participants to speak, and expressed empathy towards the participants’ situation.
The goal was to create a rapport manipulation that was strong enough to survive the
interrogation. The present study was successful at finding significant differences between
the rapport groups even after participants were accused of cheating and threatened with
academic misconduct. While the current study was not specifically designed to test
interviewers’ ability to maintain rapport during an interrogation (we did not ask
participants to rate the interviewer once after the rapport manipulation and again after the
interrogation), the success of the rapport manipulation suggests that rapport survived a
negative interaction between the participant and the interviewer. That is, rapport did not
disappear the moment participants were accused of cheating. In addition, it is possible
that the way interviewers treated participants during the interrogation helped strengthen
participants’ positive feelings towards the interviewer. These findings are important
because they provide support for the idea that rapport can be successfully established and
maintained in an accusatorial interrogation setting.
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Perceived Pressure to Confess
The present study found that guilty participants perceived more pressure to confess
than innocent participants and that true and false confessors perceived more pressure to
confess than true deniers. These results are consistent with previous research showing
that people who confess tend to perceive more pressure than people who do not confess
(Perillo & Kassin, 2011; Russano et al., 2005). This finding may be the result of
participants describing how much pressure they felt to confess after they had been
debriefed. Participants who confessed may have felt the need to justify their decision to
sign and thus described feeling a lot of pressure to do so. Alternatively, it is possible that
guilty participants experienced more pressure to sign because they knew they had done
something wrong. The present study failed to find a significant effect of rapport on
perceived pressure to confess. These results are not surprising in light of the finding that
rapport did not influence people’s decisions to confess and the fact that neither rapport
condition was meant to be coercive.

Limitations
The present study, like many experimental studies, relied on college students as
participants. College students are not a representative sample of the population of
individuals who are often questioned by the police. The characteristics of the individuals
who come in contact with the criminal justice system may play a role in people’s
receptiveness to building and experiencing rapport. For example, people’s negative
attitudes towards police may dictate whether they are receptive to interviewers’ attempts
to build rapport. If people are generally distrustful of the police, then it may be more
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challenging for police to establish rapport than it was for college student research
assistants to do so with college student participants in the current study. Another potential
issue is that people who encounter the police may be familiar with the process of police
interrogations and may be aware that building rapport is a technique commonly used to
manipulate suspects. Thus, they may be less inclined to allow themselves to experience
rapport with the investigator. A recent study showed that police investigators report
rapport is less useful when dealing with seasoned criminals who know the inner workings
of the police investigations (Vallano et al., 2014).
Using the cheating paradigm to mimic real world interrogation has its limitations.
The main problem is that while cheating violates the academic code of conduct, it is not a
criminal act. Therefore, the consequences of being accused of cheating are less severe
than the consequences of being accused of committing a crime. In addition, establishing
rapport with a person in a school environment may be different from establishing rapport
in a police station. It may be more challenging for police investigators to establish rapport
than for college students to establish rapport with other college students in the safety of a
university building.
The unique aspect of the current study is that it measured the effect of rapport in
isolation — without the presence of any other interrogation techniques. This is both a
strength and a weakness. Methodologically speaking, isolating rapport is a strength
because it allowed for direct examination of whether rapport has the ability to influence
confession decisions. The main problem with isolating rapport is that in the real world
police investigators do not interrogate suspects using a single technique. Instead, police
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investigators use clusters of techniques to interrogate suspects (Kassin et al., 2007; Kelly
et al., 2013; Leo, 1996).
In terms of the rapport building manipulation, guidelines are yet to be developed
regarding the techniques that are most effective for establishing rapport. Therefore, like
previous research, the present study built rapport by gathering techniques that have been
used in the past to build rapport by researchers (Kieckhaefer et al., 2013; Vallano &
Schreiber Compo, 2011; Villalba et al., 2013) or are claimed to be used by police
investigators when building rapport with witnesses and suspects (Vallano et al., 2014).
This lack of empirical evidence regarding what techniques should and should not be used
when building rapport is problematic because it prevents generalization across studies.
This lack of a systematic approach to building rapport may negatively impact researchers’
ability to establish rapport successfully with participants. It is possible that rapport is
more beneficial than recent studies suggest and the inability to observe any effects may
be due, in part, to how rapport building is operationalized. Perhaps the particular
techniques that are currently used and recommended by researchers and used by police
investigators as “good” rapport building techniques are not successful at helping
investigators establish rapport.
Future Direction
Future research should investigate whether rapport can be successfully established
when the interviewee has negative perceptions of the interviewer or interviewers as a
whole and whether rapport can increase people’s motivation to be cooperative. There is
some evidence regarding the latter point. Research has shown that taking an information
gathering approach to interviewing is more likely to increase cooperation (Evans et al.,
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2013). However, no research has examined whether creating animosity between suspects
and investigators decreases the number of true confessions and increases the number of
false denials. In other words, building negative rapport may decrease people’s natural
motivation to be honest and cooperative. However, other studies have found that building
negative rapport did not affect the amount and accuracy of information provided by
cooperative witnesses (Collins et al., 2002; Villalba et al., 2013).
A second logical next step is to combine rapport with other interrogation techniques
in experimental investigations. Police investigators have reported using rapport building
in combination with other techniques such as being sympathetic towards the suspect,
providing face saving excuses, and providing moral justifications for the offense (Kassin
et al., 2007). Therefore, it is important to extend this research by examining the effects of
rapport on confession evidence when it is used in conjunction with other interrogation
techniques. For several reasons outlined next, it is important to investigate how rapport
building would interact with minimization and their combined effects on the diagnosticity
of confession evidence.
Rapport building and minimization are of particular interest because these two
techniques are, at face value, relatively similar to each other. Both rapport building and
minimization take a friendly approach to the interaction with the suspect and are nonconfrontational. Both might be classified as the “good cop” in a good cop/bad cop
scenario. However, while minimization is a non-confrontational technique, it is still
relatively manipulative as it is designed to make suspects believe it is in their best interest
to confess. In contrast, rapport building encourages communication between people and
is established as a method to obtain more accurate and complete crime-related
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information (Vallano et al., 2014). Because rapport building and minimization are
friendly-type techniques, they are easily implemented together. Using rapport building
with other non-coercive techniques may make this transition between different
interrogation techniques a smooth and almost seamless one (Kelly et al., 2013).
Because minimization has been shown to be a manipulative technique that tends to
increase false confessions, it is possible that rapport building would increase false
confessions when used in conjunction with minimization. In other words, rapport
building may exacerbate the effects of minimization on the diagnosticity of confession
evidence by increasing compliance and thus leading to more false confessions than when
minimization is used in isolation. By building rapport at the beginning of the
interrogation, the suspect is likely to develop a positive view of the interviewer, as is
evident in previous interviewing studies (Vallano & Schreiber Compo, 2011; Villalba et
al., 2013). If the interviewer explains the situation, accuses the person of cheating, and
provides face saving excuses and moral justifications for the behavior, the suspect may
perceive this minimization as a sign that the interviewer has his/her best interests in mind.
Thus, when investigators ask suspects for a confession, suspects may be more likely to
comply. Rapport building may make minimization seem more genuine and sincere. With
these perceptions in mind, suspects may be more inclined to trust the interviewer’s
suggestions that it is in their best interest to sign the confession.
Conclusion
To summarize, the present study tested whether building rapport with participants
in the context of an interrogation would increase the likelihood of obtaining true over
false confessions. The results did not support this proposition – confession decisions did
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not differ by the rapport condition participants experienced. This lack of significant
findings may be due to rapport being a technique that works best when it is used in
combination with other interrogation techniques and not in isolation. It is also possible
that rapport works best in situations where people are highly motivated to deny their
involvement. However, these findings are consistent with research on the effect of
rapport and eyewitness memory – that rapport does not significantly improve witness
recall accuracy (Kieckahefer et al., 2013; Kiekchaefer, 2014; Villalba et al., 2013).
Further research is needed in order to better understand the underlying mechanisms that
are at play when people experience rapport. Specifically, future research should examine
more closely the techniques that work best at establishing rapport, the length of the
rapport building sessions, how participants’ unique motivations and perceptions of the
interviewer affect the interviewer’s ability to successfully establish rapport, and whether
rapport is effective when combined with other interrogation techniques.
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APPENDIX A
Individual Problems

Individual Problem # 1
Suppose you are a bus driver. On the first stop you pick up 6 men and 2 women. At the
second stop 2 men leave and 1 woman boards the bus. At the third stop 1 man leaves and
2 women enter the bus. At the fourth stop 3 men get on and 3 women get off. At the
fifth stop, 2 men get off, 3 men get on, 1 woman gets off, and 2 women get on. How
many men are left on the bus, how many women are left on the bus, and what is the bus
driver’s name?

Individual Problem # 2
A man is looking at a portrait and says "Brothers and sisters I have none, but that man's
father is my father's son."
Who is the man looking at a portrait of?

Individual Problem # 3

How many triangles can you find in the figure above? Look carefully – there are more
than 16!
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APPENDIX B
Team Problems
Team Problem #1
Starting with the word “COOL”, change one letter at a time until you have the word
“HEAT”. Each change must result in a proper word, and you can use any letters in the
alphabet. Keeping in mind that you can only change one letter per step, what is the
minimum number of steps required to achieve this change? What are the steps?

Team Problem # 2
Right now Bethany is 12. You can find her older brother's age by switching the digits in
Bethany's age. They'll be able to switch the digits in their ages again sometime in the
future. How old will Bethany and her brother be when this happens?

Team Problem #3
Janet, Barbara, and Elaine are a housewife, lawyer, and physicist, although not
necessarily in that order. Janet lives next door to the housewife. Barbara is the
physicist’s best friend. Elaine once wanted to be a lawyer but decided against it. Janet
has seen Barbara within the last two days, but has not seen the physicist.
Janet, Barbara and Elaine are, in that order, the
a. Housewife, physicist, lawyer
b. Physicist, lawyer, housewife
c. Physicist, housewife, lawyer
d. Lawyer, housewife, physicist
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APPENDIX C
Your Thoughts & Emotions (STAI)
Directions: A number of statements which people have used to describe themselves are
given below. Read each statement and then circle the appropriate number to indicate
how you feel RIGHT NOW, that is, AT THIS MOMENT. There are no right or wrong
answers. Do not spend too much time on any one statement but give the answer which
seems to describe your present feelings best.
Not at all

Somewhat

Moderately

1. I feel calm

0

1

2

3

2. I feel secure

0

1

2

3

3. I am tense

0

1

2

3

4. I am regretful

0

1

2

3

5. I feel at ease

0

1

2

3

6. I feel upset

0

1

2

3

7. I am presently worrying 0
over possible misfortunes

1

2

3

8. I feel rested

0

1

2

3

9. I feel anxious

0

1

2

3

10. I feel comfortable

0

1

2

3

11. I feel self-confident

0

1

2

3

12. I feel nervous

0

1

2

3

13. I am jittery

0

1

2

3

14. I feel “high strung”

0

1

2

3

15. I am relaxed

0

1

2

3

16. I feel content

0

1

2

3

17. I am worried

0

1

2

3
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Very much so

APPENDIX C
18. I feel over-excited
and “rattled”

0

1

2

3

19. I feel joyful

0

1

2

3

20. I feel pleasant

0

1

2

3
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APPENDIX D
GSS
I’m going to read you a story now and afterwards I am going to ask you to remember
everything you can about the story. Then I will ask you some questions about the story.
Anna Thompson of South Carolina was on vacation in Florida when she was held
up outside her hotel and robbed of her handbag which contained $150 worth of money
and her driver’s license. She screamed for help and attempted to put up a fight by kicking
one of the robbers in the legs. A police car shortly arrived and the woman was taken to
the nearest police station where she was interviewed by Detective Sergeant Hernandez.
The woman reported that she had been attacked by three men one of whom she described
as Asian looking. The men were said to be slim and in their early twenties. The police
officer was touched by the woman’s story and advised her to contact the hospital. Six
days later the police recovered the lady’s handbag but the contents were never found.
Three men were subsequently charged two of whom were found guilty and given prison
sentences. Only one had had previous convictions for similar offenses. The lady returned
to South Carolina with her husband Simon and two friends but remained frightened of
being out on her own.
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APPENDIX D
Participant ID__________
GSS Questions
GSS1

(Write down verbatim what is said)
1.

Did the woman have a husband named Simon?

2.

Did the woman have one or two children?

3.

Did the woman’s glasses break in the struggle?

4.

Was the woman’s name Anne Wilkinson?

5.

Was the woman interviewed by a detective sergeant?

6.

Were the robbers black or white?

7.

Was the woman taken to the central police station?

8.

Did the woman’s handbag get damaged in the struggle?

9.

Was the woman on vacation in Florida?

10.

Were the robbers found guilty 6 weeks after their arrest?

11.

Did the woman’s husband support her during the police interview?

12.

Did the woman hit one of the robbers with her fist or handbag?

13.

Was the woman from South Carolina?

14.

Did one of the robbers shout at the woman?

15.

Were the robbers tall or short?
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GSS2

APPENDIX D
16.

Did the woman’s screams frighten the robbers?

17.

Was the police officer’s name Hernandez?

18.

Did the police give the woman a lift back to her hotel?

19.

Were the robbers armed with knives or guns?

20.

Did the woman’s clothes get torn in the struggle?

You know what. It looks like you made a number of mistakes. I am going to ask you the
questions again, and this time try to be more accurate (Read the questions again.)
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APPENDIX E
Rapport Building Condition
Interviewer: Hi (participant’s name)! My name is _______. (shake hands) Nice to meet
you. How are you doing today?
Interviewer Response: I’m glad [sorry] to hear that.
Interviewer: OK, so I’m going to be finishing the rest of the study with you. But before
we move on to the Trivia Challenge, I want to let you know that the other RA (say name)
and I found an issue with some of your responses to the logic problems. I called the
professor I work for and he instructed us to double check your responses before moving
on to the trivia questions. So the other RA (say name) is currently double checking your
answers. I didn’t want leave you here waiting by yourself so I’m going to wait with you
while s/he checks the questionnaire.
Rapport Building Script
Interviewer: “So while we wait tell me a little about yourself - Where are you from?”
Interviewer Response: Oh that’s nice. So how long have you lived in Miami? [If the
participant grew up in Miami: How did you like growing up in Miami?]
Interviewer: And does your family also live in Miami?
Interviewer Response: It must be nice having your family around. [If family does not
live in Miami: It must be hard not having your family around]
Interviewer: So what’s your favorite thing about living in Miami? [If for some reason
the person doesn't like anything about Miami say: Really? There must be something you
like about Miami!]
Interviewer Response: I agree, one of my favorite things about Miami too!
Interviewer: And how about your least favorite thing about Miami?
Interviewer Response: You know, I agree with you! My least favorite thing about Miami
is the traffic.
Interviewer: So, what year are you in school?
Interviewer Response: Oh so you haven’t been here too long [if the participant is a 1st
or 2nd year] [If the participant is a junior or senior: Oh you are close to graduating!
That’s so exciting!]
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Interviewer: So, what’s your major?
Interviewer Response: [If the participant is a psychology major say: Oh I’m a psych
major too!] [If the participant has a different major say: Funny! I also considered that as
my major] [If the participant says they are undecided say: I was like that too, you’ll figure
it out]
Interviewer: So tell me, did you go on vacation last summer?
Interviewer Response: [If they say yes say: Oh, where did you go? That’s really cool!
I’ve never been! What’s it like there?][If the participant says they didn't go anywhere say
“you didn’t go anywhere? yeah me neither” and ask them where would they like to go on
vacation – so what would be your dream vacation?] [then you can tell them about what
your dream vacation would be]
Interviewer: Great! I’m glad we got to know each other better.
Interviewer: It looks like the other RA is still going over the questionnaire [make sure
you pause so it feels like you are thinking about what to do next] I told her to come get
me when she was done – Oh well since she’s not here yet let’s move to something else.
Interviewer: So this may sound a little odd but I wanted to ask you if you could share
with me a pleasant/nice experience you have had in the past. We want to see how people
describe past experiences so if you don’t mind could you spend a few minutes telling me
everything you remember about this pleasant experience? This can be a childhood
memory or a something nice that happened during your adult life. [If the participant says
they don't remember much, you can say that's ok, just tell me whatever you remember or
if you want you can tell me about another nice thing that happened that you remember
better].
Interviewer: After the participant tells you about his/her pleasant experience you will
always ask a follow up question “What other specific details do you remember?”
Interviewer: Once the participant is done telling you about their experience: Alright
(participant’s name), thank you so much for sharing that with me. Now give me a second
while I go get the questionnaire. I'll be right back!
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APPENDIX E
No Rapport Building Condition Protocol
Interviewer: OK, so I’m going to be finishing the rest of the study with you. But before
we move on to the Trivia Challenge, I want to let you know that the other RA and I found
an issue with some of your responses to the logic problems. I called the professor I work
for and he instructed us to double check your responses before moving on to the trivia
questions. So the other RA is currently double checking your answers.
Interviewer: While the other RA is checking the answers let’s continue with the study. I
have a few questions I need to ask you. Make sure that you answer the questions to the
best of your abilities.
No Rapport Script – Ask the questions exactly the way they are worded below. Do not
change the wording of any of the questions. Do not nod or head or say “OK” “uh huh” or
engage in any active listening.
Interviewer: Could you please state your full name?
Interviewer: Can you please spell your first name?
Interviewer: Can you spell your middle name?
Interviewer: Can you spell your last name?
Interviewer: In what city were you born?
Interviewer: What’s your date of birth?
Interviewer: Where do you live?
Interviewer: What is your mailing address?
Interviewer: How long have you lived at this address?
Interviewer: What is your phone number?
Interviewer: Is that a cell phone or a house phone?
Interviewer: What is your FIU email address?
Interviewer: List the last two places of employment and how long you worked at each
place.
Interviewer: Where do you currently work? [if the person is unemployed ask them why
they are unemployed]
Interviewer: Do you know the phone number at work? [If the person does not work skip]
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Interviewer: How many classes are you currently taking?
Interviewer: Have you been in this room before?
Interviewer: What's your major?
Interviewer: What’s your expected graduation date?
Interviewer: Why are you participating in this study?
Interviewer: Is there any way I can reach you besides the information you have
provided?
Interviewer: OK, it looks like the other RA is still going over the questionnaire
[remember to pause like you are thinking] I told her to come get me when she was done –
since she’s not here yet, I need you to spend a few minutes writing down everything you
did yesterday. From the time you woke up to the time you went to bed. Make sure you are
as detailed as possible.
Interviewer: After the 3 minutes collect the piece of paper and say: “OK, I’m going to
get the problems. I'll be right back.”
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APPENDIX F
Interrogation Script
Interviewer: OK, (participant’s name), it looks like we do have a problem. So like I told
you I scored your answers to the logic problems and based on what I saw, I became
concerned that the two of you did not follow the rules of the study. That’s why I called
my professor. I told him I had strong reason to believe that the two of you shared answers
during the individual problems because you have the same wrong answer on the triangle
problem. The statistical probability that you two would have come up with the
SAME WRONG ANSWER just by chance is incredibly small. I’ve run this study
almost 100 times, and this has NEVER happened before. That shows me you guys
must have shared information on the triangle problem. If this happened, it is a
MAJOR problem, because it would mean that not only did you break the rules of
the study, but you may have also compromised the integrity of the study.
Now, honestly, I wasn’t sure what the right thing to do was. I didn’t want to turn you in
or anything based on a suspicion but I didn’t feel like I could just look the other way
either. My professor said that I should talk to both of you and see what I could find out
before getting anyone else involved. So, first I’m going to talk to you and then I’m going
to talk to the other participant. If I still feel like you guys are not being honest with me,
I’ll have to tell my professor. Just so you know, I could tell by talking to him that he’s
pretty upset that this is happening. I want to tell you upfront that I really don’t know how
he’s going to handle this situation or how serious he’s going to consider this or who else
he might notify about this incident. He is REALLY not happy about this so I would
not be surprised if he considers this a case of academic dishonesty.
Look, I am really sorry this is happening to you. I know this really sucks. I was in a
similar situation a few years ago and it was a very difficult experience. You seem like a
really nice person and I know no one wants to be accused of cheating or breaking the
rules. I understand that and when I call my professor back I’ll let him know that you
came clean about what happened. He’ll see you did the right thing and I’m sure he’ll
respect your honesty (this is only for the rapport condition).
He said that the first thing I need to do is document what happened. I’m not sure yet
what’s going to happen after that. What I’m going to do is to ask you to sign a piece of
paper saying that you admit to sharing information during the individual problems. I’m
just going to write that statement out here on this piece of paper. Again, if I were you, I
would just sign it and be totally honest about what happened.
If you don’t admit to sharing answers, I’m afraid this is going to take a while to
straighten out. I’ll have to call my professor back, and he’ll probably have to come
down here to deal with the situation himself, and my guess is that that will make
your situation a lot worse. He told me that if he comes down here, he’s going to
bring the paperwork that he has to fill out for violations of the academic code of
conduct and trust me - you don’t want to deal with him.
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Hand participants the piece of paper with the hand written confession statement: I,
______admit to sharing answers on the individual (triangle) problem.
****If participant hesitates to sign the confession (2nd ask)****
So you are saying that you did not share your answers with the other participant?
So the other participant told you her/his answer to the triangle problem? If the participant
continues to deny sharing s/her answers say “See, what you’re telling me isn’t
matching up with what I have here.”
Like I said, it is statistically impossible for the two of you to get the same wrong answer
on the triangle problem so I know that you guys must have shared answers with each
other. There is no other explanation for why this is happening.
I’m really sorry this is happening to you. I can only imagine how stressful this is for
you. But the best thing you can do is come clean and be honest about what happened. I
don’t know what my professor is going to do about this situation or who he may notify
about it. But I know that things will get more complicated if he comes down here to deal
with the situation himself. If I were you I would just sign the statement.
****If the participant still refuses to sign the confession (3rd ask)****
Are you sure you don’t want to sign it? I still have to go talk to the other participant
and I don’t know what s/he is going to say. Like I said, there is no way the two of you got
the same wrong answer by chance.
Once I leave this room, this will be out of my hands and my professor will likely
come down here to deal with the situation. If he has to come down he is going to bring
the paperwork for academic misconduct.
I wish there was something I could do but I need to follow my professor’s orders. I am
so sorry you are caught in all of this! Honestly, if I were you I would just sign it.
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APPENDIX G
Interaction Questionnaire
Part I: Open-Ended Questions about Interaction with Interviewer
Did you like /dislike the interviewer? Why or why not?

Briefly discuss whether you experienced rapport with the interviewer.

What did the interviewer do that affected whether you experienced rapport?

Did you experience anxiety during the interaction with the interviewer? If so, why did
you experience anxiety?
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APPENDIX G
Part II: Interaction Rating Scale
Directions: Rate the interviewer on the following characteristics.
1

Smooth

2

3

Not smooth

4

5

6

Somewhat smooth

7
Extremely smooth

Distracted
1

2

3

Not distracted

1

Bored

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

2

3

1

2

1

1
Not cold

6

5

4

2

3

4

6

6

3

4
Somewhat cold
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5

7
Extremely awkward

6

Somewhat involved

2

7
Extremely satisfied

5

5

7
Extremely arrogant

Somewhat awkward

Not involved

Cold

5

4

3

7
Extremely bored

Somewhat satisfied

Not awkward

Involved

6

Somewhat arrogant

Not satisfied

Awkward

5

7
Extremely distracted

Somewhat bored

Not arrogant

Satisfied

6

Somewhat distracted

Not bored

Arrogant

5

7
Extremely involved

6

7
Extremely cold
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1

Friendly

2

3

4

Not friendly

2

3

4

Passive

2

3

6

2

3

5

4

Not rude

6

7
Extremely positive

5

6

7

Somewhat rude

1

2

3

Not antagonistic

4

7
Extremely active

Somewhat positive

1

Antagonistic

Extremely friendly

5

4

Not positive

Rude

7

Somewhat active

1

Positive

6

Somewhat friendly

1

Active

5

Extremely rude

5

6

Somewhat antagonistic

7
Extremely antagonistic

Directions: Rate the interaction as a whole with the interviewer on the following
characteristics.
Well-coordinated
1
2
Not coordinated

1

Boring

3
4
5
Somewhat coordinated

2

3

Not boring

Cooperative

1

Not cooperative

4

6
7
Extremely coordinated

5

6

Somewhat boring

2

3

4

Somewhat cooperative
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5

7
Extremely boring

6

7

Extremely cooperative
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1

Harmonious

2

3

Not harmonious

1

Unsatisfying

4

Somewhat harmonious

2

3

4

Unsatisfying

1

Cold

2

3

2

5

6

7
Extremely satisfying

4

3

Not awkward

1

5

6

7

4

Extremely cold

5

6

Somewhat awkward

2

3

4

Not focused

7

Extremely harmonious

Somewhat cold

1

Unfocused

6

Satisfying

Not cold

Awkward

5

7

Extremely awkward

5

6

Focused

7
Extremely

focused

Involving

1

2

3

Not involving
1

Intense

2

1

5

6

Somewhat involving
3

Not intense

Unfriendly

4

4

5

Extremely involving
6

Somewhat intense

2

3

4

Unfriendly

5

7

7
Extremely intense

6

Friendly

7
Extremely

friendly

Active

1
Not active

2

3

4

5

Somewhat active

97

6

7
Extremely active
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1

Positive

2

3

4

Not positive

5

6

7

Somewhat positive

Extremely

positive

1

Dull

2

3

4

Not dull

Worthwhile

1

2

1

6

7

Somewhat dull

3

Not worthwhile

Slow

5

4

Extremely dull

5

6

Somewhat worthwhile

2

3

4

Not slow

7

Extremely worthwhile

5

6

7

Somewhat slow

Extremely slow

Uncomfortably Paced
1

2

3

4

Uncomfortably paced

5

6

7

Comfortably paced
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Read the following statements and circle the appropriate response. Only circle one
of the numbers.
1. The interviewer seems like a good-natured person.
1
2
Strongly Disagree

3

4

5
Strongly Agree

2. The interviewer seems to have a compassionate attitude towards people.
1
2
Strongly Disagree

3

4

5
Strongly Agree

3. The interviewer seems to be generally sincere.
1
2
Strongly Disagree

3

4

5
Strongly Agree

4

5
Strongly Agree

4

5
Strongly Agree

4. The interviewer was friendly towards me.
1
2
Strongly Disagree

3

5. The interviewer treated me with respect.
1
2
Strongly Disagree

3

6. The interviewer paid careful attention to what I had to say.
1
2
Strongly Disagree

3

4

5
Strongly Agree

3

4

5
Strongly Agree

3

4

5
Strongly Agree

7. The interviewer was attentive to me.
1
2
Strongly Disagree
8. The interviewer thinks highly of me.
1
2
Strongly Disagree
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9. The interviewer thinks that I am a good person.
1
2
Strongly Disagree

3

4

5
Strongly Agree

3

4

5
Strongly Agree

4

5
Strongly Agree

4

5
Strongly Agree

10. The interviewer values my opinion.
1
2
Strongly Disagree

11. The interviewer respects my intelligence.
1
2
Strongly Disagree

3

12. The interviewer was honest with me.
1
2
Strongly Disagree

3

13. The interviewer had good intentions towards me.
1
2
Strongly Disagree

3

4

5
Strongly Agree

14. The interviewer doesn't care about what happens to me.
1
2
Strongly Disagree

3

4

5
Strongly Agree

15. I can't trust the interviewer to tell me the truth.
1
2
Strongly Disagree

3

4

5
Strongly Agree

16. During the interview I felt like the interviewer and I understood each other well.
1
2
Strongly Disagree

3
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5
Strongly Agree
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17. I would be willing to do another interview with the interviewer.
1
2
Strongly Disagree

3

4

5
Strongly Agree

18. The interviewer helped me to feel comfortable enough to share information
during the interview.
1
2
3
4
5
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Agree
19. The interviewer and I got along well during the interview.
1
2
Strongly Disagree

3

4

5
Strongly Agree

20. Communication went smoothly between the interviewer and me.
1
2
Strongly Disagree

3

4

5
Strongly Agree

21. I connected with the interviewer in a positive way.
1
2
3
Strongly Disagree

4

5
Strongly Agree

4

5
Strongly Agree

3

4

5
Strongly Agree

3

4

5
Strongly Agree

22. I was motivated to help the interviewer.
1
2
Strongly Disagree

3

23. I was cooperative during the interview.
1
2
Strongly Disagree
24. I was honest with the interviewer
1
2
Strongly Disagree
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Demographics Questionnaire
What is your age?______

What is your gender? Female _____ Male_____

Which of the following categories best reflects your ethnic/racial identity? (check one)
_____African American

_____Asian/Pacific Island

_____Hispanic

_____Caucasian: Non-Hispanic

_____Native American

______________Other

What is the highest education level you have completed?
_____High School Graduate

_____Freshman year in college

_____Sophomore year in college

_____Junior year in college

_____Senior year in college

_____Graduate school or other

What personality type applies to you the most?
Introvert ____

Extrovert ____

What is the most important quality you value in yourself and others? (Choose only one)
Honesty ____ Loyalty ____ Tolerance ____ Kindness ____ Openness ____

How important it is for you to be liked and accepted by others?
1

2

3

4

5

Not important at all

6

7

8

9

Extremely important

What is your major? ___________________
Have you taken or are you currently taking Legal Psychology (SOP 4842)
____Yes ____No
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Debriefing Form
Instructions: Please read the following questions to the participant and record his/her
responses fully in the space provided. If you need more space, use the back of this sheet.

1. What do you think the study was about? Can you make any more specific
guesses? (Record the participant’s response).

2. Do you think we were tricking you or deceiving you in any way today?
If YES, then ask the participant. “How so?” and record their response.

3. Did anyone talk to you about the study before you came here today? (circle one)
If YES move to questions a & b. If NO skip questions a & b.

Yes

No

a. How much did you and your friends or classmates discuss the study before
you came here today? (circle one)
Barely at all

A little bit

A lot

b. What did you and your friend/classmate discuss about the study?
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1. Sometimes psychology researchers are not able to tell participants about the true
purpose of an experiment, because it would drastically affect the study’s results.
In fact, there was another purpose to today’s study. The person who worked with
you during the group and individual problems was not a ‘real’ participant, but an
actor who is part of our research team. This study had nothing to do with a trivia
challenge. Instead, we wanted to examine whether a new interrogation technique
would influence people’s decision to confess to a wrongdoing. Some participants
were in a situation where the other participant asked for help (the guilty
condition) and other participants where in a situation where the other participant
did not ask for help (the innocent condition). You were in the [guilty/innocent]
condition. We also had the interviewer build rapport or not with you right before
the interrogation. We wanted to examine whether liking the interviewer would
affect people’s decision to confess. It is very important for researchers to study
what kinds of things may lead someone to confess and whether certain
interrogation techniques can make innocent people confess to someone else’s
wrongdoing. This study will allow us to better understand and help prevent
wrongful convictions.
2. The professor we told you about was not really going to get involved, and there
are no negative consequences for you. We apologize for the deception and we
hope you are not upset about being deceived. Keeping the true purpose of the
experiment a secret was necessary because it is the only way we can conduct this
kind of research. Our data is only useful if the participants are unaware that it is
all part of the experiment – sort of like those old TV shows “Candid Camera,” for
example.
3. What influenced your decision to sign (or not sign) the statement?

4. “On a scale from 0 to 10, 0 being no pressure at all and 10 being the most amount
of pressure you can imagine, how much pressure did you feel to sign the
confession statement?”
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5. Do you have any questions at this point? (record a YES or NO response and
record the participant’s questions if they have any)

6. How do you feel about your participation in this study? On a scale from 1-10 (1 =
extremely bad to 10 = extremely good)

7. It is very important for us to talk to you about CONFIDENTIALITY!! It is
extremely important that other people don’t find out what this study is truly about.
If other people find out, then we won’t be able to run this study anymore. It is
critical that all participants come in here without ANY idea of what is about to
happen. People will behave in a different way if they come to the study already
knowing what to expect.
8. Next, we would like for you to sign this ‘Confidentiality Agreement’ saying that
you agree to not tell any of your friends or classmates about the true purpose of
this study. (After they sign the confidentiality agreement, move on to the video
consent)
9. For research purposes, we videotaped this study. In order for us to use the
videotapes and your data for research purposes only, we would like to ask you to
sign the permission to use Videotaped Data. As you will see on the form, we will
only use your data for research purposes and this means that your name will
never appear on anything – only a participant number. Please let me know if you
would like to speak to the primary investigator and we will give you her contact
information. If you feel the need to speak with a counselor as a result of this
experience or any of your responses, let me know and I will give you the contact
information for the University Counseling Center.
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Confidentiality Agreement
I agree not to discuss or share any information about the details or purpose of this
experiment with anyone. I understand that by discussing this experiment with anyone
who may potentially participate, I will compromise the integrity of the experiment and
break this confidentiality agreement. The above stated has been explained to me and by
signing this form, I agree to keep all details of this experiment confidential.

______________________________________________

___________

Name of Participant

Date

______________________________________________
Signature of Participant

_______________________________________________

____________

Name of Research Assistant

Date

_______________________________________________
Signature of Research Assistant
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CONSENT FOR THE USE OF VIDEO RECORDINGS
Trivia Challenge
I acknowledge that the Development, Context, and Communication Lab from Florida
International University has requested my consent to use the videotaped records obtained
in this project for research purposes. The videos will be de-identified and will only be
viewed by trained research assistants who will transcribe the videos and my Dr. Nadja
Schreiber Compo and Daniella K. Villalba. I understand that my name or any identifying
information will be linked to the videotapes.
I hereby consent to the use of videotaped records obtained in my participation in the
study “Trivia Challenge” for research purposes.

__________________________________

__________________

Signature of Participant

Date

__________________________________
Printed Name of Participant

________________________________

__________________

Signature of Person Obtaining Consent

Date
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